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Current Topics. 


The Portrait of Mr. Lloyd-George. 


Ir wit be seen from the letter from Sir Joun Gray Hitt, 
printed in another column, that the project for presenting to the 
Law Society a portrait of Mr. Luoyp-Georeg, to be hung in its 
Hall, has now taken practical shape, and that subscriptions have 
already been received from many well-known members of the 
society. The true principle with to this matter appears to 
us to be that it should be altogether dissevered from considerations 
of politics, and be intended solely to commemorate the fact that a 
solicitor has won signal distinction. No one can deny that on 
this ground Mr. Liuoyp-Gzoxrce deserves the memorial, and we 
hope that the subscriptions will reach a sum sufficient to enable a 
portrait to be obtained which will be a work of art. 


Foreign Companies Having Places of Business 
in the United Kingdom. 

Onx oF the most important changes which will be made by the 
Companies Act, 1907, when it comes into operation next July, is 
the exercise of control over foreign companies which do business 
in the United Kingdom. We print elsewhere tions which 
have been prescribed by the Board of Trade in view of this new 
departure. Section 35 of the Act of 1907 requires every 
company incorporated outside the United Kingdom which has a 
place of business within the United Kingdom, within three 
months after the commencement of the Act, or within one month 
from the establishment of such place of business, to file with the 
registrar (a) a certified copy of the charter, statute, or memo- 
randum and articles of association of the company, or other 
instrument defining its constitution, and, if the instrument is not 
written in the English language, a certified translation thereof; 
(5) a list of the directors of the company; and (¢) the names 
and addresses of some one or more persons in the United 
Kingdom authorized to accept service of process and notices 
which require to be served on the company. Every company to 
which section 35 applies is in every year to file with the registrar 
such a statement of its affairs as would, if it were a company 
incorporated in the United Kingdom, and having a capital 
divided into shares, be required under the Act of 1907 to be 
included in the annual summary—thut is, apparently, an annval 
balance-sheet. Every such company, if it uses the word 
“ Limited” as a of its name, is to state the country in which 
it is incorporated in Denethatussninats comin” 
1 
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conspicuously exhibit it on every place where it carries on business 
in the United Kingdom, and on its letter and other paper. For 
noncompliance with the section, the company and its officers and 
agents are liable to penalties. 


Filing of Articles of Foreign Companies. 


THE Most onerous of these requirements appears to be that 
which necessitates the filing of certified copies or certified transla- 
tions of the charter or other instrument of constitution. Sub- 
section 6 provides that the expression “certified” is to. mean 
certified in the prescribed manner to be a true copy or correct 
translation. The present order of the Board of Trade gives the 
necessary directions. In the case of companies incorporated in a 
foreign country, the persons who can certify that the instrument 
offered for filing is a true copy, will be: (a) an official of the 
government, to whose custody the original is committed, (5) a 
notary of the foreign country, and (c) an officer of the company 
certifying on oath. Further provisions are introduced to 
secure the authenticity of the certificate or validity of the oath. 
In the case of companies incorporated in the Channel Islands or 
the Colonies the same classes of persons may give the certificate. 
As to translations in cases where the charter or other instrument 
is in a foreign language, the certificate of correctness of the 
translation wiil be given, if the translation is made abroad, either 
by an official having custody of the original, or a local notary 
public ; and if the translation is made within the United Kingdom, 
by a notary public or a solicitor. of the Supreme Court, either in 
England, Ireland, or Scotland. according to the locality of the 
company’s place of business. But the Board of Trade is to have 
a dispensing power as regards these requirements. 


Trustee Remaining Outside the United Kingdom. 

A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, raises an 
important question as to the meaning of the term “ United 
Kingdom” in section 16 of the Trustee Act, 1893. Underthatsection, 
a power to appoint a new trustee arises when a trustee “ remains out 
of the United Kingdom”’ for more than twelve months. The expres- 
sion ‘‘ United Kingdom ”’ takes its origin, of course, from the Act of 
Union, 1800 (39 & 40 Geo. 3, c. 67), which by the first article enacted 
that the Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland should, as from 
the Ist of January, 1801, be united into one kingdom, by the name 
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland. Since that 
time it appears to have been assumed that in Acts of Parliament 
the expression is limited to Great Britain and Ireland, including 
the Isle of Wight as part of England, but not the Channel Islands or 
the Isle of Man (see R. v. Prowes (2 Moo. 349), Stroud’s Judicial 
Dict. (2nd ed. }, sub. voce United Kingdom”); though in commercial 
or other documents, where the circumstances or context required 
it, the term might extend to the Channel Islands: Stoneham v. 
Ocean Accident Insurance Co. (25 Q. B. D. 237). Hence in Acts 
of Parliament where “ United Kingdom ”’ is intended to include 
the Channel Islands, a provision to this effect is expressly 
inserted, as in the Post Office Act, 1875 (38 Vict. ¢. 22), 
s. 12, and the Territorial Waters Jurisdiction Act, 1878 (41 
& 42 Vict. c. 73), s. 7. The same result follows from the 
Interpretation Act, 1868 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 63), for though it 
does not define *‘ United Kingdom,” section 18 provides that the 
espression “ British Islands” shall mean the United Kingdom, the 
Channel Islands, and the Isle of Man, thus leaving it as a matter 
of necessary inference that “ United Kingdom” does not include 
the Channel Islands and the Isle of Man. The Trustee Act, 
1893, does not specially define “ United Kingdom,’ and it wonld 
seem that in that statute the term must be taken to be exclusive of 
the Channel Islands, so that in the case put by our correspondent 
the power of appointing a new trustee appears to be exerciseable. 


Payment in Tickets Instead of Money. 


Tue Fact that a motor-cab company is about to issue books of 
tickets for journeys by its cabs has induced one of the newspapers 
to collect a number of instances where tickets take the place of 
money in the ordinary transactions of life, such as in payments for 
journeys by railway and tramway, and also for the charges of 

otel-keepers and hairdressers. It is bastily suggested that the 
time may come when money will scarcely be used at all, and all 
the ordinary calculations with regard to the demands for currency 
must necessarily be revised. We cannot see, however, that such 





tickets are likely to take the place of money properly so-called, | 
Money is described by Mr. Warxker, the American economist, ag | 
‘that which passes freely from hand to hand throughout the | 
community in final discharge of debts and full payment for com. ~ 
modities, being accepted equally without reference to the character 
or credit of the person who offers it, and without the intention of 
the person who receives it to consume or enjoy it or to apply. it 
to any other use than in turn to tender it to others in disch 

of debts or payment of commodities.’ It will easily be seen that 
tickets which, as between debtor and creditor, may be a con 
venient mode of adjusting payments, do not fulfil the abave 
definition. These tickets are in fact items in a debtor and 
creditor account, just as the issue and payment of cheques ig 
part of the account between a customer and his banker. And 
although the use of cheques has in this country enormously 
increased, they do not take the place of bank-notes by passing 
from hand to hand throughout the community in discharge of © 
debts. Some attempt has been made to increase the security of 
these instruments by the introduction of “ certified cheques.” 
But there is little ground for assuming that there will, for the 
present, be any falling off in the demand for the State currency, 


Petitions for Reduction of Terms of 
Imprisonment. 

Tae Carminat Appeal Act will shortly come into operation, 
and it remains to be seen whether this enactment will have any 
effect on petitions for the mitigation of sentences passed upon 
criminals. We read thata petition for the reduction of the senteneg 
passed upon the blackmailer VetrHerm is being extensively 
signed. The supply of forms originally printed for the purpose 
rapidly became exhausted, and no less than three reprints have 
been necessary, the demand which has been made, not only by 
post but also by personal calls and by telephone, being so great, 
Petitions which seek to override the courts of law by popular 
agitation are open to the strongest objection. We are told that 
the right of the British subject to petition the Sovereign for the 
redress of grievances is a fundamental principle of the British 
Constitution, and that it has been exercised from the earliest 
times. But the early penal law rested on a principle of private 
vengeance, and it was natural to address a petition to the 
Sovereign upon the supposition that he had, to some extent, 
recovered from his hasty displeasure. A petition at the present 
day on behalf of a prisoner who has been convicted after fair 
trial is an anachronism. ‘The reports of trials in the newspapem 
form a large part of the reading of many British subjects, and # 
fair proportion of these newspaper readers would rather sign a@ 
appeal for mercy than refuse to do so. Anything like a judicial 
consideration of the case cannot be expected. It has sometimes 
been said that the abolition of capital punishment would act as#— 
serious check to attempts to mitigate the punishment of criminals, 
This is scarcely consistent with our experience in the case df 
VELTHEIM. 


Actions Against Municipal Bodies. 


Tar case of Hewlett y. London County Council (Times, 1400 
inst.) shews the necessity of realizing the shortness of thé 
limitation on actions against public authorities imposed by thé 
Pubiic Authorities Protection Act, 1893. It would not be 
difficult to cite from the reports cases in which the Act ha 
inflicted great hardship, and the gradual extension of municipal 
activity gives it a much wider scope than the various statute 
which it replaced. In the case in question the claim was if 
respect of serious injuries 1eceived by the plaintiff in consequence 
of the negligence of servants of the London County Council whe 
were in charge of a motor fire-engine. The six months allowed 
by the Act for bringing an action was taken up by negotiation, ii 
the course of which the amount of compensation payable appeatt 
to have been treated as the only question in dispute. Them 
when the parties ultimately failed to come to an agreement, the 
time had expired, and the plaintiff was without legul remedy 
Mr. Justice Bray held that the negotiations did not constitute a | 
estoppel or a waiver of the statute, though it is possible that, i 
consequence of his intervention, the plaintiff will not be left 
without redress. But the danger which the case reveals # 
aggravated by the decisions under which the short six mont}, 
limitation applies to all actions of tort against municipal auth 
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ties for injuries inflicted by them in carrying on tramways and 
gimilar undertakings. When these have been duly authorized, the 
municipal authority is under a duty to carry them on, and the 
existence of this duty was held in Lyles v. Southend Corporation 
(1905, 1 K. B. 1) to give them the statutory protection in the 

rformance of their duties as carriers, although it is denied to 
railway companies. Vaucaan WittiaMs, L.J., observed in that 
ease (p. 18) that the corporation were under a statutory obligation 
to carry passengers, and consequently were not on the same 
footing as railway companies. If it were possible, the Public 
Authorities Protection Act, 1893, ought to be amended so as to 
allow of a longer limitation in cases of ordinary tort by a 
municipal authority, but as legislation is hardly to be expected, 
the shortness of the limitation should be borne in mind, and in all 
suitable cases a writ should be issued at once, and the statute 
saved. There is time for negotiation afterwards. 


A Distinguished Lawyer’s Will. 


“He who is his own lawyer has a fool for his client” is an old 
saying, the truth of which is often exemplified inthe law courts. 
Nor is it surprising that home-made wills—that is, wills of laymen 
made by themselves—should be a fruitful source of litigation. 
Amateur will-makers are indeed “ the profession’s best friends,” 
as Lord Neaves describes them in his humorous verses on “ The 
jolly testator who makes his own will.’ But it is rather remark- 
able that the wills of so many eminent lawyers should come before 
the courts on questions of construction or otherwise. Even Lord 
Chancellors are not invariably successful in managing their 
testamentary dispositions in a wholly satisfactory manner, as 
witness the case of that consummate lawyer the first Lord Sr. 
Lxonarps. The latest decision on a distinguished lawyer’s will 
is Re Grimthorpe, Beckett y. Grimthorpe, before Mr. Justice Eve, on 
the 18th of February. The testator in that case was Lord 
GRIMTHORPE, who at one time, as Sir EpmMunp BECKETT. was 
leader of the Parliamentary bar, where he is said to have made as 
much as £40,000a year. He had two hobbies—namely, restoring 
churches and making clocks and watches, and to these may perhaps 
be added a third—namely, making codicils, for within a com- 
paratively short time he made no less than twenty-five codicils to his 
will, all of which were admitted to probate. Within a week of his 
éeath, which took place in April, 1905, an action was commenced for 
the purpose of obtaining probate in solemnform. In these proceed- 
ings it was alleged that, owing to testamentary incapacity, the 
testator had died wholly intestate, and, on the other hand, it was said 
that there were still further codicils which ought to be admitted to 
probate. These proceedings, however, were happily compromised. 
The question which came before Mr. Justice EvE was whether the 
present Lord GrimtHorre was liable to pay estate duty on the 
Lincolnshire estates, which depended upon whether he took them 
as real or personal estate, or, in other words, whether they had been 
converted by the trust for sale in the marriage settlement of the 
first Lord Grimtuorre. The learned judge held that there had 
been a conversion, but that the present Lord Grimrorre had 
elected to take them as realty. The case is interesting as shewing 
when and under what circumstances the purposes for which con- 
version is directed can be said to have failed, and also as shewing 
that the date of the deed, when conversion is directed by deed, is 
the material date at which to determine whether the purposes have 
in fact failed. 


Claims for Compensation against American 
Railway Companies. 

Any one who ruus his eye through the recent volumes of the 
American State Reports will be struck by the number of cases 
which relate to actions for negligence against railways, and what 
are called ‘‘ street-car’’ companies. These actions have, according 
to the Wew York Tribune, increased to such a degree that the 
companies have had to take extraordinary measures to cope with 
them. The life of the ‘‘ambulance chaser,” the lawyer or 
lawyer’s clerk who hastens to a hospital whenever he hears of an 
accident and tries to induce the victim thereof to sue somebody 
or something, at best a strenuous one, will be rendered more 
difficult by the fact that the Controller of New York bas estab- 
lished a Bureau of Claims, the object of which is to put ambulance 
chasers out of business in cases where there is any likelihood of 
am action against the city. According to the American papers 


lawyers of the same class as “ ambulance chasers ’’ have extended 
their operations to claims other than those growing out of street~ 
car accidents, and they are now engaged in inciting and fostering 
what are known as “ water diversion claims,” that is, claims.by 
farmers for injury alleged to be caused to their crops by the 
diversion of sub-surface water from its natural course into the 
pipe galleries leading to the city pamping stations. The 
costs incurred by the city in respect of such claims already 
amount to £30,000, and many suits are pending. The 
Controller gives the amount of the claims for personal injury 
against the city during the past year at nearly £100,000. Those 
who have served on juries in actions for personal injury 
are well acquainted with the methods of “ambulance 
chasers.’”” ‘That persons will deliberately seek injury and plan 
street-car accidents for the sake of obtaining damages from a 
railroad company appears incredible, yet hundreds of men and 
women are engaged in the lucrative, if somewhat hazardous, 
business of beating the railway companies, and it is with these 
persons that the “ ambulance chaser ’’ works hand in hand. While 
many actually place themselves in the way of danger, the 
majority merely feign injuries, and trust to their capacity for 
lying and the wit of unscrupulous lawyers to make out a case 
against the street-car companies. The legal head of the claims 
department of a traction company must be an able trial lawyer of 
tact and resource. He is pitted against unscrupulous men and 
women and their legal advisers; lawyers as sharp, often as able, 
as himself, and invariably. unhampered by any quibbles of 
honesty. This is a melancholy story. The officials of railway, 
tramway, and omnibus companies in England are by no means 
unfamiliar with dishonest or exaggerated claims for compensation, 
but we have heard nothing to lead us to believe that such claims 
are as numerous in our great cities as they appear to be on the 
other side of the Atlantic. 


Copyright in the ‘‘ Dramatic Situations” of 
Sketches in Variety Theatres. 

A pxcrsion by the Court of Appeal on the copyright in one 
of the so-called “sketches”"—a species of condensed drama or 
farce in the variety theatres—will be eagerly read by the large 
number of persons interested in this form of entertainment. In 
the case of Zate v. Fullbrook the question arose under the 
Dramatic Copyright Act, 1833, which recites in its preamble that 
by 54 Geo. 3, c. 156, s. 54, the author of any book which should 
thereafter be composed and printed and published is to have 
the sole liberty of printing and reprinting such books, and 
proceeds to enact that the author of any tragedy, comedy, play, 
opera, farce, or any other dramatic piece or entertainment, com- 
posed and not printed and published by the author, shall have 
the sole liberty of representing any such production at any place 
of dramatic entertainment. The action was for an injunction 
and damages in respect of an infringement by the defendant of 
the plaintiff’s copyright in the dramatic piece “ Motoring or the 
Motorist” by the representation of a dramatic piece called 
“Astronomy.” Each of the pieces which were intended for 
representation consisted of a dialogue between several persons 
accompanied by comic “ business,” and the Court of Appeal were 
of opinion that the dialogue and story in the defendant’s piece 
were wholly different from those in the piece composed by the 
plaintiff. With regard to the accessories of the two pieces there 
was much resemblance. Some of the characters were similar in each 
piece, and the defendant, who took the a part in his piece, 
corresponding to that assumed by the pin iff, imitated the plain- 
tiff’s make-up and style of acting. In what is called the “ gag” and 
“business” of the two pieces there was also much resemblance. 
On these facts Purtirmore, J., thought that an infringement had 
been proved, and granted the injunction. The defendant appealed. 
The Court allowed the appeal. Vauesan Wiwriams, L.J., said 
that, in his view, upon a consideration of the preamble and 
section 1 of the Dramatic Copyright Act, 1833, the subjeet- 
matter of the protection afforded by the Act was a composition 
which, though not printed and published, was capable of being 
printed and published—was capable, that is to say, of being made 
into a book. Putriamore, J., appeared to have held that certain 
things were the subject matter of protection under the Act whieh 
were not the true subject-matter of protection, namely, imitation 








in make-up, facial and other gestures, and: similarity in some of 
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the characters and incidents. So long as there were words 
capable of protection, and the question arose whether the copyright 
in these words had been infringed by a similarity in other words, 
the words must be taken with the stage situations, scenic effects, 
and other matters, and then it must be considered whether there 
was such a similarity between the two pieces as to lead to the 
conclusion that the performance of the defendant’s piece was an 
infringement of the proprietary right of representation by the 
plaintiff of his own piece. The learned judge appeared to have 
taken these matters into consideration in a case where there was 
no similarity in the words. This ruling, which, perhaps, goes 
further than was strictly necessary for the decision, appears to 
overrule certain dicta in the reports that theatrical situations, 
even when expressed by dramatic action, and without the 
aid of words, are in every instance entitled to the protection 
afforded by law to dramatic literary property. With respect to 
these dicta, it must be admitted that the difficulty of founding a 
right of representation upon dramatic situations and stage business 
cannot easily be got over. Most of the ideas which constitute 
‘stage business” are of respectable antiquity, and it would be 
hard to give any author a monopoly in them or in the minor 
details which constitute the accessories of the piece. Cases of 
hardship may possibly arise, An actor who has “ understudied” 
the principal part in a piece depending upon its by-play rather 
than its words, may reproduce the part in a piece which is 
re-written for the purposes of a rival performance, If any such 
difficulty should arise, it may be an argument in favour of an 
amendment of the existing law. 


Permitting Drunkenness on Licensed Premises, 


A curious point in licensing law was decided by the Divisional 
Court recently on an appeal byan innkeeper against a conviction 
under the Licensing Acts of 1872 and 1902, for permitting 
drunkenness on his premises. By section 13 of the Licensing 
Act, 1872, any licensed person who permits drunkenness or any 
violent, quarrelsome, or riotous conduct to take place on his 

remises, or sells any intoxicating liquor to any drunken person, 
is liable to a penalty. It appeared that two police officers visited 
the defendant’s premises after closing hours, and found seven or 
eight men in the smoking-room ; one of these men was asleep in a 
- chair, and was awakened and found to be drunk. He was lodging 
in the house, having engaged a room at 10.30 p.m., or fifty 
minutes previously. He was drunk when he entered the inn, and 
his condition was observed by the boots and the landlord, the 
latter accepting him as a lodger, and taking no steps to eject him 
or to have him conducted to his sleeping room. He had been 
allowed to go into the smoking-room, and no steps were taken to 
remove him during the time he was there. On behalf of the 
appellant it was contended that he was improperly convicted, 
inasmuch as at the time when the man was found drunk he was a 
lodger, and was not in the inn for the purpose of using it as 
licensed premises. The licensed premises after the closing hour 
must be taken, so far as the landlord and his guests were con- 
cerned, to be private premises to which the penal provisions of 
the licensing law did not apply. The respondent referred to 
section 18 of the Act, by which any licensed person may refuse te 
admit any drunken man to his premises, and section 4 of 
the Licensing Act, 1902, which enacts that where a licensed 
person ischarged with permitting drunkenness on his premises, 
and it is proved that any person was drunk on his premises, 
it shall lie on the licensed person to prove that he took all 
reasonable steps for preventing drunkenness on the premises. 
The court came to the conclusion that this section applied under 
certain circumstances to premises after they had been closed, and 
the appellant, not being obliged to admit the man and having 
taken no steps to prevent him from entering in a drunken condi- 
tion, the conviction must be affirmed. We are not prepared to 
contend that this decision was not in accordance with the merits 
of the case, but we can imagine cases in which the innkeeper 
would have great difficulty as to the course which he should 
adopt. He is not prohibited from admitting a drunken man as a 
lodger, and if the drunkard is a stranger to the town it would be 
. rather hard measure to force him to spend the night in the street. 
Or it may, unfortunately, happen that a lodger in the inn, or 
even the son of the innkeeper, may return after closing hours in 








a state of intoxication. 
what reasonable steps he should take for preventing drunkennegg 
on his premises. 


Income of Unauthorized Investments. 


WHERE PROPERTY of a wasting or hazardous nature ig 
bequeathed by will upon trusts for the benefit of a tenant for life 
and remainderman, the rule in Howe v. Zarl of Dartmouth 
(7 Ves. 187) requires that the tenant for life shall receive only the 
income arising from the property in an authorized state of invest. 
ment, unless its retention in its actual state is authorized, and the 
will shows an intention that the tenant for life should take the 
income in specie. Cases on this point have been numeroug 
recently. But different considerations apply where money comes to 
the hands of trustees and is put by them in an unauthorized invest. 
ment in which it earns more than theordinary rate of interest. Upon 
the breach of trust being made good, and the capital of the trust 
fund restored to the trust estate, together with the interest actually 
made on it, the tenant for life is entitled to the whole of this 
interest, and the remainderman cannot require the excess over the 
court rate to be capitalized. This was decided by Romrtty, M.R., 
in Stroud v. Gwyer (28 Beav. 130), a case which was followed by 
Byagne, J.,in Re Appleby (51 W. R. 153), and has now been 
approved by the Court of Appeal in Slade v. Chaine (ante, p. 240), 
In this last case a sole trustee of a marriage settlement, under 
which his wife was tenant for life, had received trust moneys and 
used them in paying off loans from his bank which carried 5 per 
cent. Subsequently he replaced the money and invested it in 
authorized securities, but it was contended by one of the remainder- 
men that the 5 per cent. which he had made by the use of 
the money ought to be apportioned, and the excess over the 
authorized income capitalized. In Stroud vy. Gwyer Rom1tty, M.R, 
drew a distinction between property left by a testator in a 
wasting or hazardous state, where the retaining it in that state 
does not necessarily involve a breach of trust, and an improper 
investment made by a trustee. In the former case the excess of 
income is capitalized by way of security to the remainderman 
against loss of capital. In the latter case this security is found in 
the liability of the trustee to make good the breach of trust; conse- 
quently the remainderman is not entitled to the excess of interest 
as well. ‘‘ When,” said Romiziy, M.R., “trustees or executors 
commit a breach of trust by lending it on some unauthorized 
security, . . . they have discharged their liability in favour 
of the cestuis que trust who are entitled to the capital im 
remainder when they have made good the capital and any 
increase which that capital has received.” Similarly in the 
present case the remainderman had got the capital intact, and 
the actual income was receivable by the tenant for life. 


Life Assurance Among Judges. 


A casE on appeal from New South Wales has just been heard 
before the Privy Council—Campbell v. Australian Mutual Provi- 
dent Society—which incidentally shews the prevalence of life 
assurance among Australian judges, and suggests possible diffi- 
culties in the way of litigation to which the respondent society 
might be a party. It appears that all the judges of the Supreme 
Court of New South Wales and all the judges of the High Court 
of Australia are insured with, and therefore members of, the 
Australian Mutual Provident Society. There are seven New 
South Wales judges and five High Court judges. It was 
necessary, under the circumstances, for both parties to agree @ 
the suit being heard by the judge who actually did hear it. As 
in no other of the six Australian States are there more than seven 
Supreme Court judges, it seems fairly probable that the judges im 
the other five States (numbering about twenty in all) are also 
embers of the same society, which extends its operations 
throughout Australia. The Australian Mutual Provident Soci 
could hardly desire a better advertisement among the aa 
profession. 


Secret Deliberations by Courts. 

In a report of the trial at Rome of Signor Nast by the Senate, 
sitting as a High Court, it is stated that at the conclusion of the 
hearing the court retired to its council chamber to consider i 
decision, no one being allowed to enter the chamber, and @ 
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telephone being interrupted. Secret deliberations are not un- 
known in the procedure of English tribunals, as in the case of 
the House of Lords and Privy Council. This secrecy is insured 
by the process of clearing the room. Parliamentary Committees 
have also, from the earliest times, been accustomed to deliberate 
in private. But the judges of the superior courts are contented 
to discuss their cases in public, in what should be an undertone, 
but which is occasionally quite audible to those who sit near the 
bench. Discussions in a separate chamber may add to the 
dignity of the court, but they would hardly, we think, promote 
the dispatch of business. 








The Australian Constitution and the 
Privy Council. 


More than a year ago (the 15th of December, 1906, 51 
Souicrrors’ JournaL, 111) we made some observations on 
the extraordinary position brought about, in the relations 
of the High Court of Australia and the Privy Council, by 
the decision of the Judicial Committee in Webb v. Outrim 
(now reported, 1907, A. C. 81). We pointed out that 
the home authorities might well provide against the possibility 
of future conflicts between decisions of the High Court of Aus- 
tralia that are made final by the Constitution of the Australian 
Commonwealth, and decisions of the Privy Council, by 
Orders in Council or legislation. (Recently, legislation on this 
subject seems to have been undertaken by the Australian authori- 
ties, 51 Souicrrors’ Journa, 684.) We further pointed out that, 
whilst it was possible for the Privy Council’s decision to be 
regarded as not binding the High Court, the latter would pro- 
bably see its way to waiving its technical right to precisely 
co-ordinate jurisdiction with the Privy Council on constitutional 
subjects. Finally, some unsatisfactory aspects and features of 
the Judicial Committee’s judgment delivered by Lord Haussurr 
were pointed out. 

Since those observations were published the situation has deve- 
loped in a somewhat dramatic manner. The High Court of Aus- 
tralia has now positively declined to be bound by, or to follow, 
the Privy Council’s decision in Webb v. Outrim. The High 
Court has also declined to give a certificate to the effect that a 
question, as to which it has decided in direct opposition to the 
Privy Council, is one proper to be determined by the King in 
Council. The Judicial Committee have been invited to aftirm 
their own decision in Webb v. Outrim and reverse the contrary 
decision of the High Court of Australia, and have declined to 
do so. 

The case which has been the means of bringing about this state 
of things is Commissioners of Taxation for New South Wales 
v. Baxter (the Attorney-General for the Commonwealth of Aus- 
tralia intervening), reported in the 7'imes of November 29th last. 
This (with two other similar cases heard at the same time) was a 
petition for special leave to appeal against the decision of the 
High Court of Australia. The application for leave to appeal 
was refused, but the reasons of the Committee for this refusal 
were not then given, and the formal judgment of the Board was 
subsequently delivered (Z'imes, Jan. 15, 1907). This judgment 
is disappointing, both by reason of its extreme brevity, and of 
the grounds upon which the decision of the Board was arrived at. 
The facts and arguments are, however, summarized in the report, 
and as the full report of the proceedings in Australia has recently 
reached London (Baxter v. Commissioners of Taxation, 4 Com. 
L. R. 1087), the present position, and the steps that have led 
up to it, can be appreciated with sufficient accuracy. 

Baxter, the defendant in the court of first instance, was an 
officer in the service of the Commonwealth residing in New 
South Wales. He was assessed to income tax by the plaintiffs, 
the State Commissioners for Taxation, and payment being 
refused, was sued in a district court. The district court judge 
held that the defendant was liable for income tax in respect of his 
official salary, following Webb vy. Outrim (supra), as against 
Deakin vy. Webb (1 Com. L. R. 585), the case in the High Court 
overruled by the Privy Council in Webb v. Outrim. The 
defendant appealed to the High Court of Australia, and the 





Attorney-General for the Commonwealth was allowed to. inter- 
vene. The case was heard before a full court of five indges. 
The judgment of Grirritn, C.J., and Barron and.O’Connor, JJ., 
was delivered by the Chief Justice; Isaacs and Heats, JJ., 
delivered separate judgments. . The main question—“ of supreme 
importance to the future of the Commonwealth ’’—was “ whether 
the High Court or the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
is under the Constitution the ultimate arbiter upon questions as 
to the limits inter se of the Constitutional powers of the Com- 
monwealth or those of any State or States.” This'-being the 
main question, the Chief Justice added: “ No one disputes ‘that 
in ordinary cases the Court is bound by the decisions of the Privy 
Council . . . it is a recognized working rule, necessary for 
establishing consistency and uniformity in the law,. that Courts 
whose decisions are subject to appeal shall follow the decisions of 
Courts of final appeal.’? The present case, however, was exeep- 
tional : “ For the first time in the history of the British Empire a 
Court has been established as to which it has been declared that 
no appeal shall be permitted from its decisions on certain ques- 
tions, unless the Court itself certifies that the question is one 
which ought to be determined by the Sovereign in Council. 
These words cast upon the Court the duty of determining whether 
the question is such an one or not, and if it thinks that it is not, 
it is its solemn duty to say so. If the case falls within section 74, 
the Privy Council has no authority to review its opinion on that 
point, and the fact that the Privy Council may be called upon to 
deal with the same question in another case is quite irrelevant 
to the opinion of this Court as to whether it ought to be 
determined by that tribunal or not”’ “This extract contains 
the pith of the reasoning on which the decision of the 
Court was based. The Chief Justice then proceeded to 
review the history of the Constitution, and again (as on 
former occasions) noticed the similarities and  dissimilari- 
ties between the Australian Constitution on the one hand and 
the American and Canadian Constitutions respectively on the 
other. It was then pointed out that “decision ’’ in sectién 74 was 
by no means equivalent to “ judgment,’’ and only operated to 
prevent certain points decided by the High Court being: reviewed 
by the Privy Council. The conclusion reached is “ that the High 
Court was intended to be set up as an Australian tribunal to 
decide questions of purely Australian domestic: concern without 
appeal or review, unless the High Court in the exercise of its 
own judicial functions, and upon its own judicial responsibility, 
forms the opinion that the question at issue is one on which it 
should submit itself to the guidance of the Privy Council. © To 
treat a decision of the Privy Council as overruling its own 
decision, on a question which it thinks ought not to be deter- 
mined by the Privy Council, would be to substitute the opinion 
of that body for its own, which would be an unworthy abandon- 
ment of the great trust reposed in it by the Constitution. ~ It*is 
said that such a state of things as would follow from a difference 
of opinion between the Judicial Committee and the High Court 
would be intolerable. It would not, perhaps, have been éxtrava- 
gant to expect that the Judicial Committee would recognize the 
intention of the Imperial Legislature to make the opinion of the 
High Court final in such matters. But that is their concern, not 
ours.’’ The opinion is then expressed that it was the intention 
of the British Legislature to substitute, with respect to matters 
under section 74, which required prompt decision, “ for a distant 
Court, of uncertain composition, imperfectly acquainted with 
Australian conditions . . . an Australian Court immediately 
available, constant in its composition . . . whose judgment, 
rendered as the occasion arose, would form a working code for 
the guidance of the Commonwealth.”” Therefore “this Court 
is in no way bound by the decision of the Judicial Committee in 
Webb v. Outrim, but is bound to determine the present’ appeal 
upon its merits according to its own judgment. In other words, 
we think that this Court is in effect directed by the Constitution 
to disregard the unwritten conventional rule as to following 
decisions of the Judicial Committee in cases falling within sec- 
tion 74.’’ Addressing himself to the question that actually fell 
for decision, the Chief Justice remarked that prima fatie the ~ 
appeal was concluded by the prévious decision of the Court in 
Deakin vy. Webb (supra), and that the only reason for reviewing 
that decision was the fact that the Judicial Committee had, in 
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Webb v. Outrim (supra) disagreed with it. Webb v. Outrim 


is then examined, and comes in for some rather severe 
handling, as might have been anticipated (see 51 Soti- 
crrors’ Jovurnat, 111, already referred to), with respect 
to the views expressed by Lord Hauspury on _ the 
American Constitution and the powers of British Courts to 


pronounce on the invalidity of Colonial statutes. The analogy 
between the Australian and American Constitutions is reiterated 
with great firmness, and even force, by the Chief Justice, though 
almost denied in the judgment in Webb vy. Outrim. It is not 
necessary to examine the judgments of Isaacs, J. (who agreed 
that the High Court was not bound by Webb v. Outrim), and 
Hicerns, J., who dissented altogether and thought that the Privy 
Council decision should be followed, as being the decision of a 
superior Court. The concluding words of the judgment of 
Hiaains, J., are: “Inasmuch as the King in Council has over- 
ruled the decision of this Court in Deakin v. Webb, I think it is 
the duty of this Court to accept his Majesty’s official opinion as 
finally stating the law. ‘2 

Unfortunately—as many constitutional lawyers will think— 
the practical importance of the question actually raised for 
decision was considerably diminished by the fact that, subse- 
quently to the judgment of the High Court having been delivered, 
in fact since the presentation of the petition, the Commonwealth 
Legislature had passed an Act enacting, practically in the terms 
of the decision in Webb vy. Outrim, that Commonwealth officers 
should be liable to State taxation, so that the precise question 
raised as to the respondent’s liability to income tax could not 
occur again. It was, however, urged by the petitioners to the 
Privy Council that the other questions raised by Webb v. Outrim 
were so important that in the present instance the ordinary rule 
laid down by the Judicial Committee should not be followed, as 
to refusing special leave to appeal where the whole matter had 
been dealt with by legislation so that it never could arise again. 

The judgment was delivered by the Lord Chancellor, giving 
the reasons for refusing special leave to appeal, might even be 
called meagre—so brief is it. After shortly stating that on the 
question at issue the Judicial Committee had disagreed with the 
High Court of Australia, and the latter Court had now “ enter- 
tained fresh appeals, and adhered to their former view,’’ the 
judgment concludes: “ Before these petitions could be heard by 
their lordships an Act of the Commonwealth was passed expressly 
authorizing States to impose taxation of the kind in question, so 
that the controversy cannot be raised again. The sums actually 
in dispute or indirectly affected are inconsiderable in amount. 
In these circumstances, it would not be in accordance with the 
practice of this Board to advise his Majesty to grant special 
leave to appeal. There will be no order as to the costs of these 
petitions.”’ 

The important constitutional question, therefore, raised by 
Webb v. Outrim remains exactly where it was immediately after 
that case was decided, and the Judicial Committee and the High 
Court each claim to be the final appeal court on the meaning of 
the Australian Constitution. Seeing the difference between 
the two views of the Judicial Committee and the High Court 
respectively as to the principle of interpretation to be applied, it 
is surely time that the matter should be set at rest by legislation 
of the Imperial Parliament. The High Court of Australia has 
declined to yield, and the Judicial Committee is also, apparently, 
not inclined to yield. We venture to assert that the opinions 
and sympathies of constitutionalists are on the side of the 
Australian Court. One is tempted to apply to the judgment 
delivered by Lord Hatssury in Webb v. Outrim the criticism 
applied to some remarks of Lord Campsent in Woodward vy. 
Watts (2 E. & B., at p. 458), where the Lord Chief Justice has 
been said to have “aired a little knowledge, of the kind which is 
a dangerous thing, of the Constitution of the United States.” 








The annual dinner of the Gray's Inn Debating Society was to tak 
the Gaiety Restaurant on Friday. The following prec others wot eye 
resent :—Lord Justice Kennedy, Mr. Justice Bingham, Mr. Justice Bray 
. Justice Eve, the Solicitor-General, Mr. McCall. K.C., Mr. Duke, K.G. 
Mr. Barnard, K.O., Mr. Atkin, K.C., Mr. Terrell, K.O., Mr. Ruseell, K.C., 


The Criminal Statistics for 1906. 


Tue Criminal Statistics for 1906, which have just been issued by 
the Home Office, are prefaced by an interesting introduction 
Mr. W. J. Farrant, superintendent of the Statistical Branch, 
and revised by Mr. A. J. Eaciesron, of the Criminal Department 
of the Home Office. This includes a survey of the progress of 
crime during the half century which has elapsed since the 
establishment of the Judicial Statistics in 1857. A prelimin 
table compares the principal figures for the year 1906 with the 
corresponding figures for 1905, and thé annual average for the 
quinquennial period 1902-1906. The number of indictable 
offences known to the police for 1906 was 91,665. This shows 
a decrease on the figures for 1905—-94,654—but an increase on the 
average for the earlier period—89,732. The number of persons 
tried falls very short of the number of offences, and the convie- 
tions, of course, shew a further substantial fall. In regard to the 
91,665 indictable offences in 1906, only 59,079 persons were tried 
and 48,746 were convicted. The proportions in the earlier years 
were very similar. The number of persons convicted of non- 
indictable offences for 1906 shews a marked diminution ag 
compared with the earlier years: the convictions for criminal 
non-indictable offences in 1906 were 53,352, and for other non- 
indictable offences 520,346. The corresponding figures for 1905 
were 56,299 and 543,321, and the previous average was about the 
same. All the figures, it is pointed out, indicate a decrease in 
criminality in 1906, but the figures for serious crime are the best 
index to the state of the country in this respect, and the author 
of the introduction founds his observations on the statistics of 
persons tried for indictable offences. 

It is suggested that the decrease of crime in 1906 may be 
attributed to some extent to increased prosperity. About fonr- 
fifths of the crimes are larcenies, and offences of this description, 
it is said, no doubt with good reason, tend to diminish in good 
times. Figures are given to prove this increased prosperity. But 
prosperity, it seems, ig not an unmixed blessing. Larcenies may 
decrease, ‘but with crimes of violence it is otherwise. ‘“* Broadly 
speaking. crimes against the person aud crimes against property 
are affected in reverse ways by these conditions ’”’ —12.e., the increase 
of employment and rise of wages—*‘ In good times drunkenness and 
crimesof violencetend toincreaseand theftsto diminish; when trade 
is bad and employment shrinks the opposite state of things occurs.” 
To follow out this observati-n in detail, Mr. Parranr makes a 
division of indictable offences into six classes. The first, with 2,704 
offences in 1906 as against 2,503 in 1905, includes offences against 
the person, whether offences of violence or sexual offences. The 
increase in 1906 of the former offences was 122, of the latter 79, 
The increase in sexual offences Mr. Fareanr attril-utes to the 
fine summer of 1906. ‘“ As alarge number of the offences of this 
class,” he says, “especially crimes against children, are com- 
mitted in the open air, the opportunities for committing such 
offences were increased by the meteorological conditions of the 
year.” We shall certainly expect to find that the summer of 
1907 produced a marked improvement in morals. The second elass 
—offences of violence against property—shewed a slight decrease, 
3,398 offences in 1906, as against 3,460 in 1905. ‘This is the 
class in which the professional criminal finds his scope. The 
great bulk of offences falls in class 3—offences against pro 
without violence, including (a) larcenies, (5) receiving, wag 
frauds. The total offences in this class fell from 53,844 in 1906 
to 51,338 in 1906, the decrease being chiefly in the subdivisionot 
simple larcenies, which were 47,984 in 1905 and 45,596 in 1906 
Some offences in this class, such as receiving, shewed a 
increase, but receiving, as Mr. Farranr points out, is af 
offence committed, as a rule, by habitual criminals. The 
figures in the remaining classes are small. Class 4— 
malicious injuries to property, including arson—shews, in the 
total—418 for 1906, as against 395 for 1905—a small increas 
though in arson there was a decrease ; class 5—forgery, coining 
and uttering—shewed a decrease, 329 in 1906 against 371m 
1905; and in class 6—miscellaneous offences—the figure wal 
practically the same, 890, in each year. In class 5, not withstand 
ing the aggregate decrease, there is an increase in the offence@ 
coining, a result which Mr, Fagranr suggests may have 
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preduced by what he calls a new and mischievous developm , J 
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journalistic enterprize. “Tllustrated articles describing the 
process of céining were published in a monthly magazine in 1902, 
and in a daily newspaper in 1904, and at intervals in the course 
of the last five years four separate crimes have been brought to 
the knowledge of the Secretary of State, in which prisoners were 
convicted of coining, and in which it appeared from the facts dis- 
closed at the trial that there was good reason to believe that the 
prisoners had been induced to commit the crimes by reading 
these articles, and had been aided to do so by the information 
contained therein.” 

Mr. Farranrt strengthens the case in favour of the decrease in 
crime in 1906 by adding to the indictable offences such non- 
indictable offences as are of a criminal character, including 
assaults, crueliy to children, and malicious damage to animals, trees, 
ke., the figures still referring to the number of persons 
sent for trial or tried for the offences. In the total of 
such offences there has been a progressive diminution since 
1902, the number having fallen from 95,333 in that year to 
82,264 in 1906. In the total figures for indictable offences 
and non-indictable offences of a criminal nature there is 
a substantial diminution, the figures being 146,599 for 1905 and 
141,343 for 1906. As regards non-criminal non-indictable 
offences, there was a decrease from 644,591 in 1905 to 618,714 
in 1906. These fall under numerous heads, the chief being 
druukenness, offences against the Education Acts, breaches of 
police regulations, poacbing, prostitution, highway obstructions 
and nuisances, and cruelty to animals. It is suggested that the 
decrease of offences of prostitution and brothel-keeping may 
probably be a result of the deterrent effect of the expulsion 
provisions of the Aliens Act, 1905. But the figures for the 
offence of living on prostitutes’ earnings increased from 312 
to 353. The offence of street-gaming has enormously in- 
creased in the last fifteen years. ‘The Motor-car Act, 1903, has 
introduced new offences, and the numbers for 1905 and 1906 were 
the same—6,777. Mr. Farrant thinks that this curious 
coincidence suggests that such offences have reached a level 
which may be regarded as normal. He does not seem to take 
into account the effect which may be looked for from more 
efficient legislation. Drunkenness shews a progressive decrease 
since 1903. The figure for that year was 230,180, and for 
1906 211,493; but this latter figure is higher than those for 1901 


/ and 1902. 


The statistics for assizes and quarter sessions shew that of 
12,441 persons actually tried, 2,005 were acquitted and 10,390 
convicted, while 46 persons were found “ guilty, but insane.” 
An examination has been made of the statistics of sentences in 
order to see to what extent changes can be traced in the nature 
and severity of punishments. ‘The general nature of punishments 
has not materially varied, though there is a slight increase in 
penal servitude, with a corresponding falling off in sentences of 
imprisonme:t. Penal servitude shews a great diminution in the 
longer terms, which Mr. Farrant ascribes to the modern tendency 
to mitigate punishments. At the same time sentences of imprison- 
ment for loug terms have actually increased, while short terms 
have fallen off. Mr. Farrant suggests that this may be due to 
the longer terms of imprisonment by way of reclamation under 
the “ Borstal System.”’ 

As regards the statistics for the last fifty years, Mr. Farranr 
draws some general conclusions. The number of persons for 
trial for indictable offences in 1906 (59,079) was very near that for 
1857 (54,667), and this, having regard to the preponderating 
position of larceny, means that the number of thefts in 1906 was 
about the same as in 1857. But in the interval the population 
has increased from 19} millions to 34} millions, and consequently 
thefts have diminished some 40 per cent. Offences against the 
person shew an increase, but not to any great extent; and 
burglary and housebreaking, too, are increasing. Changes of pro- 
cedure nave led to a great diminution in the number of persons 
tried at assizes and quarter sessions— 20,269 in 1857 and 12,757 
in 1906. Non-indictable offences have grown from 329,019 in 
1857 to 700,978 in 1906, an increase which appears to be due to 
drunkenness, to education offences, and to contravening police 
regulations. ‘The increase in drunkenness is curious, having 
regard to general habits; education offences have, of course, only 
been created since 1857; and the third head is probahly due to 





more minute government. The number of persons in English 
prisons in 1857 was 30,006, including 10,320 convicts, and in addi- 
tion there were convicts undergoing sentences of transportation ; on 
the 31st of March, 1906, the number was 20,977, including 3,048 
who were in convict prisons. Altogether the statistics shew, 
though perhaps not very clearly, a gradual improvement in soci 

as regards the criminal law, but there is still much to be hoped for 
from reforms in the treatmeet of crime and the amelioration of 
the conditions of life. 
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Stone’s Justices’ Manual: Being the Yearly Justices’ Practice for 
1908 ; with Table of Statutes, Table of Cases, Appendix of Forms, and 
Table of Punishments. Fortieth Edition. Edited by J. R. Rossrts, 
Solicitor. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


The Justices’ Note Book: Containing a Short Account of the 
Jurisdiction and Duties of Justices, and an Epitome of Criminal 
Law. By the late W. Knox Wicram, J.P. Eighth Edition. By 
LEONARD W. KersHaw, B.A. (Oxon,), Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The Companies Act, 1907, and the Limited Partnerships Act, 1907 ; 
with Explanatory Notes. By Sir Francois Bravrort PaLmgr, 
Bencher of the Inner Temple. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Law of Small —- in England and Wales; with 
Appendices of Forms, Statutes, Rules, and annenies Circulars, 
By Smney W. Cuarkz, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co ; 
Shaw & Sons. 

The Companies Act, 1907. By Lzonarp Mossor, B.A., B.O.L. 
(Oxon.). Waterlow Bros. & Leighton (Limited). 


The Yearly Digest of Reported Cases for the year 1907, Decided in 
the Supreme and other Courts; including a Copious Selection of 
Reported Cases decided in the Irish and Scotch Courts; with Lists of 
Cases Digested, Overruled, Considered, &c., and of Statutes, Orders, 
Rules, &c., referred to. Edited by G. R. Htr1, M.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Butterworth & Co. 


The Limited Partnerships Act, 1907; with Notes and an Introduc- 
tion. By W. Hansury Aces, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Notes on Procedure and Practice in the Birmingham County 
Court and Birmingham District Registry of the High Court. B 
W. H. Wurretock and Arruur L. Lows, Registrars. Issued wi 
the approval of His Honour Judge Bray and His Honour Judge 
Harington. 

New Regulations of the French Law of the 30th of January, 1907, 
Affecting English Companies Issuing or Circulating their Securities in 
France. PrerRe PELLERIN, Avocat and Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


The New Proposal for Land Transfer. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—1 should be glad if you would allow me to answer some of 
the criticisms contained in your recent article, and at the same time 
to anticipate various objections which will no doubt suggest them- 
selves to those interested in the subject. 259 

The ‘‘idea of a uniform and simple method of conveyancing is,” as 
you justly remark, ‘“‘ founded on the practice in regard to the transfer 
of stocks,” but it is not taken from the Law Society's ns 
Bill of 1897-8. Mr. Wolstenholme pro: to restrict landowners 
as to the number of legal estates and interests in land which they 
should be allowed to create or transfer; he did not propose to restrict 
them as to the form or contents of their deeds. A conveyance of 
the fee simple under the Bill of 1897-8 would have required 
same words of limitation and the same reference to 
conveyance under the present system. Consequently, if 
convey land to B. and bis heirs without consideration and 
out limiting any uses, or if A. were to convey land to X. (with- 
out words of limitation) to the use of B. and his heirs, the 
results would follow under Mr. W ‘s scheme as under the 
present law. But under the ‘‘ New Proposal for Land Transfer” no 
question of this kind could arise, for the statutory form of convey- 
ance would not require or allow any words 





of 
reference to uses; A. would simply convey to B., and the 
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ownership (or so much of it as A. might be entitled to) would pass 
to B. But such cases as those just suggested, although they 
occasionally occur, are not of great practical importance, Let us 
take a case of everyday occurrence—namely, a strict settlement. If 
A. wished to settle land on his marriage in strict settlement under 
Mr. Wolstenholme’s scheme, he would probably execute two deeds; 
by the one deed he would convey the land to X., Y., and Z. in fee 
simple to the use of himself in fee simple, upon the trusts declared 
by the second deed, and appoint X., Y., and Z. trustees for the 
purposes of the Settled Land Acts; by the second deed the limitations 
of the settlement (to A. for life, with remainder to his sons succes- 
sively in tail, &c., with provisions for jointures and portions, &c.) 
would be declared so as to take effect as equitable estates. But the 
Conveyancing Bill, although it says that this is the ‘‘ proper” way 
of making such a settlement, expressly allows it to be done by 
one deed. The general impression which seems to prevail, even 
me | solicitors, that the Bill of 1897-8 contains provisions requir- 
ing that ‘all trusts and settlements should be kept off the legal 
title to land ” (see ‘‘ Some Remarks on the Present Situation,” issued 
by the Law Society in November last, p. 4) is erroneous. Legal and 
equitable limitations and trusts can, under Mr. Wolstenholme’s 
scheme, be mixed up together in one deed, and no particular form is 
required, so that a complicated deed might give rise to difficult 
questions of construction. For example, if an intending settlor were 
an unenlightened person, he might prefer to make his settlement in 
the good old way, by conveying his land to X., Y., and Z. and their 
heirs to the use of himself for life, then to the use of X., Y., and Z. 
for 1,000 years, then to the use of his sons successively in tail, &c., 
with an ultimate remainder to the use of himself and his heirs. I 
cannot find any provision in Mr. Wolstenholme’s Bill which prevents 
this, and the result apparently would be that of these various 
limitations the term of 1,000 years would alone take effect at law; 
all the other limitations would merely take effect in equity, and the 
legal fee simple would result to the settlor. But if the settlor wished 
to sell, he could apparently only sell as tenant for life under the 
Settled Land Acts. 


In other words, Mr. Wolstenholme’s scheme does not, if I rightly 
understand it, provide adequate safeguards against the vagaries of 
incompetent and wrong-headed conveyancers. Its operation in clear- 
ing titles is produced by giving every ‘‘ estate-owner ” the power of 
conveying the land to a purchaser, mortgagee, &c., free from all 
estates and interests (other than ‘‘ paramount interests”), whether 
the purchaser has notice of them or not, so that in the case of a 
disposition for value (but apparently not in any other case) a convey- 
ance by an ‘estate-owner”’ has a tortious or ransacking operation, 
similar to that produced by a fine under the old Jaw. And in order 
that the scheme may work, it is necessary that the legal fee simple 
in settled land should always be vested in a person who, as between 
himself and the other persons interested under the settlement, is 
really only a tenant for life. This machinery seems somewhat 
complicated, and in the hands of careless or incompetent workmen 
might produce unexpected results. 


_By comparison, the new scheme is @ simple one, for under it the 
legal ownership and the beneficial interests in settled land cannot be 
mixed up; they must be kept absolutely distinct, Under the new scheme 
an intending settlor, however pig-headed, would not be allowed to do 
what he liked; he would have to convey the land to X., Y., and Z. by 
a simple registered deed in proper form, just as if they were intended 
to be absolute owners in joint tenancy, and all the limitations and 
trusts of the settlement would be declared by an unregistered deed, 
as to which he would be allowed unbridled license in point of form. 
If it were necessary to create a term of years to secure portions, 
this also would be done by a registered deed in statutory form, not 
referring to the settlement, so that the trusts of the term could be 
executed by mortgage, perception of rents, &c., without difficulty. 

There are, therefore, two important differences between the two 
schemes. Under the new scheme, the absolute ownership must in all 
cases be conveyed by itself by a simple deed in statutory form, 
without any reference to equitable interests, or to the deeds by which 
they are created ; and where land is settled it must be conveyed to 
persons who, although they appear to be absolute owners, are the 
trustees of the settlement. 

That part of Mr, Wolstenholme’s scheme which requires settled land 
to be conveyed to the first tenant for life is, of course, intended to 
make the scheme fit into the machinery of the Settled Land Acts, but 
‘it is submitted, with all respect, that it is not necessary to do this if 
we are going to make a radical alteration in the law of real property. 
We may as well kill two birds with one stone. We all recognize and 


admire the brilliant inspiration to which we owe the Settled Land 
Act; it afforded a way out of a situation which had become so difficult 
that'at one time it seemed probable that the law of entail would be 
abolished altogether in order to free land from the complications of 
settlements. But the principle of the Settled Land Acts can be pre- 
‘served without preserving all the details of the machinery which the 
present state of the law makes necessary. When we settle stock we 








do not transfer it into the name of the tenant for life, we put it in the E 
names of trustees, and there is, it is submitted, no adequate reason 


why land should not be treated in the same way. It 
would be easy to provide by Act of Parliament that no particular 
estates in land shall in future be created so as to take 
effect at law, and thus make it impossible to settle land except by 
vesting the legal ownership in trustees, as is the practice in the case 
of stock. If this were done, the trustees would on a sale convey the 
land and receive the purchase-money, and the purchaser would not 
have to satisfy himself as to their being Settled Land Act trustees, or 
as to the existence of acompound settlement. So far as I understand 
Mr. Wolstenholme’s scheme, its complexity is largely due to the 
supposed necessity of vesting the legal fee simple in settled land in 
the first tenant for life. 

The basis of the new scheme, as will have been seen, is the 
statutory form of conveyance, and the difficulty is to devise 
some means of compelling people to adhere to a simple form, 
We cannot follow the analogy of the Bills of Sale Act, and 
provide that every conveyance shall be void at law unless it 
follows the statutory form, That would be intolerable, for 
it would leave the validity of the conveyance in doubt 
until it became necessary to sell or otherwise deal with the 
land. The only alternative seems to be to follow the analogy of 
the practice with regard to stock, or rather with regard to ships. In 
the case of ships a simple form of statutory transfer is provided 
which is not allowed to be departed from unless circumstances make 
this necessary. In their instructions to registrars of British shi 
issued some years ago, and apparently still in force, the Commis- 
sioners of Customs say: ‘‘ The registrars will advise parties interested 
that, so far as relates to the dealings with, and the title to, ships, no 
advantage whatever can be gained by the use of longer or more 
cumbrous instruments. If there are collateral arrangements between 
the parties, they should be carried into effect by separate instru- 
ments.’ It is believed that there is no practical difficulty in ype 
this injunction. If a similar practice were adopted in the case 
land, it would be the duty of the registrar to refuse registration to 
any conveyance not in the proper form. Registration would be 
proof that the statutory requirements had been complied with. 


But here the analogy of stocks and ships ceases, so far as convey- 
ances are concerned, for it is not proposed that under the new scheme 
the Land Registry should be a register of title. Registration of title, 
in the proper sense of the term, implies an official certificate that at s 
given time a certain person is the owner of a certain piece of land. 
In the case of ali but a small part of the land in England such 
certificate would be untrue, or, at the least, incomplete and mislead- 
ing, as we see whenever a land certificate under a ‘‘ possessory 
title” is offered us as evidence of the proprietor’s title. What the 
new scheme contemplates is that every piece of land should have its 
own register, and be identified and indexed by the official plan, and 
that every conveyance of the absolute ownership should be registered, 
each conveyance being connected with the one which precedes it, 
Thus, if A. conveyed to B., the next conveyance would have to be 
executed by B., or by some person claiming through him by operation 
of law, or under a registered mortgage. The register, therefore, 
would be in the nature of a register of assurances, but restricted to 
assurances of a particular kind and in a particular form. If A. con- 
veyed to B. under the new scheme, and then B. contracted to sell to 
C., it would be necessary for B. to deliver an abstract of title, 
including his statutory conveyance from A. 

An obvious difficulty should here be referred to. Suppose, 
immediately the new scheme is put in operation, B. purchases land 
under conditions which preclude (or have the effect of preventing him) 
from acquiring the legal estate; strictly speaking, the conveyance to 
him is not capable of registration, because instruments dealing with 
equitable estates and interests are as a general rule to be excluded 
from the register. To meet this difficulty it would ben to 
provide that in the case of first registration a conveyance of land ia 
statutory form should be registered without proof that the grantor 
was entitled to the legal fee simple. 

This suggests another difficulty, for under the provision last 
suggested a person might register a conveyance to himself, while the 
legal estate was outstanding in some one who ought to appear on the 
register as the owner. The only way of dealing with this difficulty, 
and with contests arising under the Statute of Limitations, is, it seems, 
to give the aggrieved person the right to obtain an order of the court — 
to rectify the register. < ee r 

Provision would also have to be made for first registration in cased — 
where the legal estate is outstanding in a mortgagee, or where aa 
owner of land not on the register desires to mortgage it after the — 
scheme has come into operation, but these cases, it is thought, would Ee 
not present any serious difficulty. E 

The question of mortgages requires careful consideration. Ia” 
simple cases there would be no difficulty, for the landowner 
have his title deeds, including all registered statutory conveyances, OF — 
official copies of them, and he could create an equitable mortgage BF” 
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deposit. Again, it would be easy to provide fora statutory form of 
mortgage which, like the statutory mortgage in the case of ships, 
would be sufficient for simple cases, while, in important matters, the 
statutory form could be supplemented by a deed off the register, as 
is done in the case of ships (see Encycl. of Forms and Precedents, 
vol. xiv., p. 60). But when we get beyond the first mortgage the 
problem is more difficult. The provision in the Merchant Shipping 
Act that, where there are several successive mortgages of a ship, a 
subsequent mortgagee cannot sell without the concurrence of every 
prior mortgagee, probably applies only to what we conveyancers 
would call the legal estate in the ship; what the equitable rights of a 
second mortgagee of a ship may be I do not kmow. But in the case 
of land it is necessary to preserve the right of a second mortgagee to 
sell the equity of redemption free from all claims by subsequent 
incumbrancers. In the Law Society’s Bill of 1897-8 Mr. Wolsten- 
holme gets over this difficulty by including equities of redemption 
among the statutory ‘‘ estates” which the Bill allows to be sold 
so as to give the purchaser a title free from all subordinate 
equities, but it would be difficult to make this provision fit into the 
new scheme. Possibly the simplest way out of the difficulty would 
be to allow only legal mortgages to be registered. Every puisne 
mortgagee could secure priority ty notice or caution, and could sell 
the land, subject to the prior mortgages, but free from all subse- 
quent incumbrances, in the same way as he can now. If the first 


mortgagee were paid off, the next incumbrancer could call upon the | C 


mortgagor to execute and register a first mortgage in his favour. 


In the case of land on the register being mortgaged by registered 
deed, it is hardly necessary to say that, altaough for all purposes of 
his security the legal estate would be vested in the mortgagee, yet 
the estate of the mortgagor, as appearing on the register, would, on 
an absolute sale or other disposition by him, be conveyed by registered 
conveyance in statutory form, as if it were a legal estate. 


With reference to your remarks on my suggestion that leases, 
easements, &c., should not appear on the register except in the form 
of claims, I should like to explain that the object of this provision is 
to prevent incomplete or misleading entries from being made on the 
register. Registration of a lease implies an official recognition of its 
validity, although in the majority of cases, as we all know, leases are 
granted without any inquiry into the lessor’s title, and are, therefore, 
not fit subjects of registration. 

The new scheme would have the advantage of utilizing the 
excellent work which has been done by the Registrar and his assistants 
in the matter of plans. Whatever may be said against the working of 
the Land Registry from the conveyancing point of view, no fair- 
minded *person can deny that the practice of insisting on accurate 
plans, and of using them as a means of indexing land, has been carried 
out by the Land Registry in a manner which is worthy of high 

raise. 
P There are numerous points with regard to covenants for title, stam 
duties, and other details which require careful consideration, but 
fear to trespass further on your space. For the same reason I ask 
- | semage to answer Mr, Hogg's letter on some future occasion. If 
have unwittingly conveyed (as the wise call it) any of his ideas, I 


will make a suitable apology. CHARLES SWEET. 





Portrait of the Right Hon. David Lloyd-George, 
M.P., President of the Board of Trade. 


[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 


Sir,—I have taken upon myself to collect subscriplions for the 
oy portrait, to be presented to the Law Society to be hung in its 
1 


Like many of my professional brethren, I am personally strongly 
opposed to Mr. Lloyd-George in politics; but I think that politics have 
nothing to do with the matter. The fact that this eminent man has 
through his very remarkable ability and energy become one of the 
most important members of the Cabinet is, in my opinion, an honour 
to the profession. We have already hanging in our Hall the portrait 
of Sir Henry Fowler, who was the first Solicitor to become a Cabinet 
Minister. We ought to have that of Mr. Lloyd-George, who is the 
second, and one who in all probability will, if he lives, be some 
day Prime Minister. In answer to a communication from me, he has 
expressed his sense of the honour done him in the presenta- 


tion of his portrait to the Society, and said that it would give him | g°04 


great pleasure to sit for the purpose. 

I beg, therefore, to ask for contributions, and I subjoin a list of 
those already promised or received, which, I am glad to say, includes 
more then half the members of -the Council, as well as many well- 
known members of our professsion. 

It will save time and trouble if solicitors subscribing will kindly 
send their cheques to me at once. I should add that I only ask for 
subscriptions from those who, like Mr. Lloyd-George, are members of 
the Society. It is important to note this, as, unfortunately, there 











are many solicitors, even some M.P.s, who ought to belong to the 
Society, but do not. 

I propose, with your permission, to publish in your issue of the 7th 
prox. a further list of the subscriptions which may be received after 
the date of this letter, and before the date of the next. ~ 


Joun Gray Hitt, 
10, Water-street, Liverpool, Feb. 26. 


PORTRAIT OF THE RIGHT HON. LLOYD-GEORGE, M,P. 
List or Supsoripers. 


£ s.d. £s. 4. 

The President of the Law Society 1 1 0 | H. E. Garle, . 110 
The Vice-President . 55 0 F Gree ty, Ea 110 
The Right Hon. Sir H. H. Fowler, Alfred Pointon, Esq. a 
_ MP. sat = eee wo 88 6 J. W. eee 220 

Sir Holmwood Crawford ... . 2 2 0 | H. Stanley Keq. - 110 
Sir FrankCrisp ... ... .. 2 2 0 | Messrs. Dowson & Co. - 830 
Sir William Crump .., . 2 2 0 | Sir H. Dixon Kimber, Bart..M.P. 1 1 0 
Sir Geo, Lewis, Bart. -10 0 O | Messrs. Hi & Symonds -110 
Sir Joho Gray Hill ... - 1010 0 T. B.D. oy Sah ow 23 0 
A. Norman Hill, Esq. __... ow 5 & O | G.H, Radford, + MP. oP ad Se 
Messrs. Hill, Dickinson, & Co. ... 5 5 0 | W.H, Norton, Esq. Se es | 
Robert Ellett, Esq... ... «ww. 2 2 0 | Frank Dawes mee (ho Ss 
8.Garrett,Esq. ... : 22 0 | W.a. Littledale, Req. >110 
Thos, Rawle, Esq. ... oo 2 2 0 | R. Pearce, Es)., M.P, : 2 ae 
E. F.' , Eaq. 0 220 W. H. Winterbotham, Esq >5 00 
A. Wightman, Esq. .. 220 | J.F. Milne, Esq. ..’ ... .220 
A. H. Burgess, Keq. 1 1 0 | C. EB. Longmore, Esq... . §- 8 @ 
Francis Sturge, Esq. . 1 1 0 | O,M, Barker, ipo = Ce ee 
John Cullimore, Esq. » 83 .e Messrs. Gush, ips, & Co » $380 
. H. Morton, Esq... - 11 0 | A.C. Veasey, Eeq. oe . 010 6 

A.C. Peake, Esq. ..  ... « 1 1 0 | Sir William Bull, MP. ~ nae 
Moure Weightman, Pedder, & Oo. : : : | my dy RS a ie 
. F. Warr, > as " ° » $3 6 

John Cameron, Ksq. ~lL 136i V8 Es}. oo a 
8. Castle, Esq . 11 0 | A.J. Hughes, pes ~ 246 
W. A. 8b , Esq a - 2 2 0 | Amomymous ,.., .., oo 41.0 
J. H. Hills, M.p. aS eS Thos. Gee, Esq. » nee 
Thos. q » - 220 W. C. Thorne, Esq. - 230 
¥. J. Hawk .- 22 0 | W.E, Gillett, Esq a  e 
R. 8. Taylor, Esq as mh agate Ng se oo we © 
R. 8. Taylor, Jua., Esq. ... . 1 1 0 | HE, Gribble, Esq... . We ee 
H.W. i yea 110 Alsop, Stevens, & Co. .. 2 2 0 








Socialism and the Legal Profession. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—‘‘ A Socialist Solicitor,” writing from Richmond, refers to the 
very amusing paper by ‘‘E. F. T.” which appeared in your issue of 
Saturday week as “‘ utterly puerile nonsense’’ and tells your readers 
that ‘‘it would be advisable to form a clear idea of what Socialist 
doctrines really are.” 

Iagree. Let the Philosopher of Richmond tell us what would be 
the state of our profession under the reign of Socialism. As Jacques 
says, ‘‘Out of these convertites there is much matter to be heard 
and learned.” Let us hear and learn it from the “ Socialist Solicitor,” 
not in puerile language, but in his own manly words, exact and precise, 
in terms about which there can be no snletalee. H. 





Trustee Remaining Out of the United Kingdom. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—By the Trustee Act, 1893, it is provided that where a trustee, 
either original or substituted, remains out of the United Kingdom for 
more than twelve .months, then another person may be a; ted a 
trustee in the place of the trustee so remaining out of the United 
Kiogdom, 

Does the expression ‘‘ United Kingdom ” in this Act include the 
Channel Islands ? 

A trustee left England and for more than twelve months has resided 
in Guernsey. Is he remaiving out of the United Kingdom within the 
meaning of the Act? 

I shall feel obliged to any of your readers who can refer me to 
authority on this point, A. B. 

Feb. 25. 


[See observations under “ Current Topics.”—Ep. 8.J. & W.2.] 








The Lord Chief Justice has been ill, but, according to the latest accounts, 
is better, though still confined to the house. 


His Honour Judge Bray, on Tuesday in last week, says the Times, said 
-bye to the members of the Bar, solicitors, 

County Court before he left to take up his duties in London. His Honour 
said the amount of ury committed was orable. It was an old 
story. Former Judges complained of it. He wanted to leave it on 
record that it still prevailed. Ovring So the arotens of Seng auton © credit 
which prevailed, the wor classes ht things not want and 
had to pay high prices for » with result their debts 
about them for ever. He was of opinion that the power of im 
for debt ought not to be abolished. It should be restricted and . 
On behalf of the Bar and solicitors practising in the Court, regret 
expressed at his Honour’s departure, 


Li 


306 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 








New Orders, &c. 


The Companies Acts, 1862-1907. 


In regard to certified copies and certified translations of documents 
required by section 35 of tae Companies Act, 1907, to be filed with 
the Registrar, the Board of Trade do hereby prescribe as in manner 
following, that is to say :— 

(1) A certified copy of the Charter, Statutes, or Memorandum and 
Articles of Association, or other Instrument constituting or defining 
the constitution of a Company in the case of a Compauy incorporated 
in a Foreign Country required to be filed with the Registrar under 
section 35 of the Companies Act, 1907, shall be deemed to be certified 
as @ true copy if in such Foreign Country it is— 

(a) duly certified as a true copy by an official of the Government 
to whose custody the original is committed, the signature or seal 
of such official being authenticated by any of the British Officials 
mentioned in section 6 of the Commissioners of Oaths Act, 1589, or 
in any Act amending the same ; or 

(b) duly certified as a true copy by a Notary of such Foreign 
Country, the certificate of the Notary being authenticated by any 
of the British Officials mentioned in section 6 of the said Act, or in 
any Act amending the same ; or 

(ce) duly certified as a true copy on oath by some officer of the 
Company before a person having authority to administer an oath 
as provided by section 3 of the said Act, the status of the person 
administering the oath being authenticated by any of the British 
Officials mentioned in section 6 of the said Act, or in any Act 
amending the same. 

(2) A certified copy of the Charter. Statutes, or Memorandum and 
Articles of Association, or other Instrument constituting or defining 
the constitution of a Company, in the case of a Company incorporated 
in the Channel Islands, Isle of Man, or in any Colony, Island, Plan- 
tation, or place under the Dominion of His Majesty in Foreign Parts, 
required to be filed with the Registrar under section 35 aforesaid, 
shall be deemed to be certified as a true copy if in the Channel 
Islands, Colony, Island, Plantation, or places under the Dominion of 
His Majesty, it is 

(a) duly certified as a true copy by an official of the Government 
to whose custody the original is committed ; 

(6) duly certified as a true copy by a Notary Public of such 
Colonies, Islands, or places aforesaid ; 

(c) duly certified as a true copy on oath by some Officer of the 
Company before some person having authority to administer an 
oath as provided. by section 3 of the Commissioners of Oaths 
Act, 1889. 

(3) In the case of a company in which the Charter, Statutes, or 
Memorandum and Articles of Association, or other Instrument 
constituting or defining the constitution of the Company is not 
written in the English language a certified translation thereof 
required to be filed with the Registrar shall be deemed to be certified 
as a correct translation if certified to be a correct translation, 

(a) when such translation is made out of the United Kingdom by 

(1) an official having custody of the original ; or 
(2) a Notary Public of the country or place where the 

Cowpapny is incorporated, ; 
the signature or seal of the person so certifying where the Com- 
pany is incorporated in a Foreign Country being authenticated in 
either case by any of the British Officials mentioned in section 6 of 
the Commissioners of Oaths Act, 1489, or in any Act amending the 
same ; 

(6) where such translation is made within the United Kingdom 

(1) in the case of a translation made in regard to a Company 
whose place of business is established in England, by 
(1) a Notary Public in England, or 
(2) a Solicitor of the Supreme Court in England. 
(2) In the case of a translation made in regard to a Company 
whose place of business is established in Ireland by 
(1) a Notary Public in Ireland, or 
(2) a Solicitor of the Supreme Court in Ireland. 
(3) In the case of a translation made in regard to a Company 
whose place of business is established in Scotland, by 
(1) a Notary Public in Scotland, 
(2) a Writer to the Signet or a Solicitor of the Supreme 
Court in Scotland. 

(4) The Board of Trade may in any particular case, if they think 
fit to do so, and upon such conditions as they think fit, permit certified 
copies or translations, though not certified in accordance with the 
above requirements, to be filed with the Registrar. 

H. LLEWELLYN SMITH. 

Board of Trade, 18th day of February, 1908. 


REX v. LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOARD. Ez parte STREET. 21st Feb, 


Loca Government Boarp—AprraL To Boarp—Locat Act— Ponte 
Heattn Acr, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), ss. 268, 269—Porrsmourg 
Corproration Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. ccxt.), ss. 16, 31. 

Section 31 of the Portsmouth Corporation Act, 1883, which provides that 
person aggrieved by any order, determination, or decision of the corporation under 
the Act may appeal to quarter sessions, or may appeal to the Local Government 
Board ‘‘ under the provisions of’’ section 268 of the Public Health Act, 1875, 
gives an alternative appeal to the Local Government Board, not in. the case of 
every order, determination, or decision of the corporation, but merely in cases 
similar to those in which there is an appeal to the Board under section 269 of the 
Act of 1875—that is, in cases where the corporation are empowered to recover 
summarily any expenses incurred by them, or to declare such expenses to be private 
improvement expenses. A rule nisi for a mandamus had been granted directed 
to the Local Government Board to hear an appeal against a determination of the 
Portsmouth Corporation disapproving of certain plans. 

Held, that the rule which had been made absolute by the Court of App+al must 
be discharged, there being no appeal given by section 31 of the local Act 
the Local Government Board in this case as the appeal did not come within 
section 269 of the Act of 1875. 

Appeal by the Local Government Board from a decision of the majority 
of the Court of Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and Vaughan Williams, 
L.J.; Buckley, Lj dissentiente) reversing the decision of the Divisional 
Court. In this case arule nisi was granted calling on the Local Govern. 
ment Board to show cause why a writ of mandamus should not issue 
directed to them to hear and determine an appeal by one J. H. Street (the 
applicant for the rule) against a determination by the Portsmouth Cor. 
poration acting by the council as the urban sanitary authority, disapprov- 
ing of the plans of certain streets and roads proposed to be constructed in 
the said borough deposited with the borough engineer by the said 
J. H. Street and others. The Local Government Board declined to 
entertain the appeal, on the ground that the right to appeal to them under 
section 31 of the Portsmouth Corporation Act, 1883, ‘‘ under the provisions 
of ’”’ section 268 of the Public Health Act, 1875, only existed in certain 
cases, such as those mentioned in section 268 of the Act of 1875, and 
that the right to appeal was not given against ‘‘any’’ order of the 
corporation. The Divisional Court held that the contention of the 
Local Government Board was right, and discharged the rule. The 
applicant appealed. The Court of Appeal by a majority held that 
under the provisions of section 268 of the Public Health Act, 1875, an 
alternative appeal to the Local Government Board was given in the case 
of every order or decision of the corporation by the incorporation of the 
provisions of that section into section 31 of the local Act, and Aot merely 
in cases similar to those in which there was an appeal to that board under 
section 209 of the Act of 1875—i.e., in cases where the corporation were 
empowered to recover summarily any expenses incurred by them, or to 
declare such expenses to be private improvement expenses. Accordingly 
the rule was made absolute. The proceedings in the Court of Appeal are 
reported 96 L. T. 650,5 L. G. R. 814. The Local Governmeut Board 
appealed. 

Lord Lorenrvrn, C., in moving that the app2al should be allowed with 
costs, said in his opinion the decision of the Divisional Court was right 
and must be affirmed. The rule made absolute by the Court of Appeal 
would therefore be discharged. 

Lord James or Hexgroxp, Lord Ronerrson, and Lord CoL.ins com 
curred. Judgment accordingly.—Counset, Sir W. 8. Robson, A.G., and 
Rowlatt ; Foote, K.C., and S. H. Emanuel ; Macmorran, K.C., and E. & 
Charles. Soxtrcrrors, Sharpe, Parker, § Co. ; A. W. Mills; Williamson, Hil, 
§ Co., for Alexander Hellard, Portsmouth. 

[Reported by Exsxtse Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Court of Appeal. 


ARNOLD & BUTLER v. BOTTOMLEY AND ODHAMS (LIM.). 
20th Feb. 


Practice—Discoverny— Linen — PLeaA or JUSTIFICATION — PARTICULARS— 
Inspection or. Piarntirrs’ Booxs. 


In an action of libel by stock and share dealers, the words complained of being 
that they were ‘‘ wrong uns,”’ the defendant pleaded a justification. In his par 
ticulars of the plea of justification he stated that the plaintiffs were not members of 
the London Stock Exchange, but were concerned in running a ‘‘ bucket-shop”; 
| and that they did not carry on the ordinary and legitimate business of 
brokers, but were entirely dependent for their profits upon the losses of thi 
| customers, to whom they pretended to give independont and unbiassed advice ast 
dealings ; and he gave the title of and extracts from a number of pamphlets issued 
by the plaintiffs in support of his allegations. The defendant then applied far 
inspection of the plaintiffs’ books. 

Held, that, as the defendant had not given any specific instances in his 
particulars, he was not entitled to inspection. : 


Appeal from an order of Pickford, J., at chambers, reversing an OF 2 
of the master. 


No, 1. 
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brought an action of libel against the defendants, Horatio Bottomley, 
who was the editor of a newspaper called John Bull, and Odhams 
(Limited), who were the printers of the newspaper. The alleged libel 
appeared in the issue of John Bull of the 13th of October, 1906, and was as 
follows :—‘*‘ Arnold & Butler, Room 187, 124 Holborn, are ‘ wrong uns’ ” ; 
the innuendo alleged being that the plaintiffs carried on their business in 
an improper manner and were fraudulent stock and share dealers, and 
were persons who could not be trusted in their business dealings. The 
defendant Bottomley (with whose case alone the appeal was concerned), 
pleaded a justification, The defendant Bottomley was ordered to give 
particulars of how and in what respects the plaintiffs were ‘ wrong uns,”’ 
and he delivered particulars in which he stated that the plaintiffs were 
not members of the London Stock Exchange, but were concerned in 
running what was known as a ‘‘ bucket-shop”’; and that the plaintiffs 
did not carry on the ordinary and legitimate business of stockbrokers, but 
were entirely dependent for their profits upon the losses made by their 
customers, to whom they held themselves out and to whom they pre- 
tended to give independent and unbiassed advice as to dealings; and in 
those particulars and in further particulars he specified a number of 
pamphlets issued by the plaintiffs, and gave extracts from them. The 
defendant applied for inspection of the plaintiffs’ books, and the master 
allowed inspection of the books from the Ist of Janufry, 1906, to the 13th 
of October, 1906, giving the plaintiffs leave to seal up all names and 
addresses. Pickford, J., upon the authority of Yorkshire Provident Life 
Assurance Co. v. Gilbert (1895, 2 Q. B. 148), discharged this order. The 
defendant Bottomley appealed. 


Tue Court (Vavcran Wit.iaMs, Farwett, and Kennepy, L.JJ.) having 
taken time to consider, dismissed the appeal. 


Vavcnan Wiiutams, L.J., said that the particulars, which were part of 
the pleading, in substance charged the plaintiffs with being fraudulent 
dealers in stocks and shares, for whatever uncertainty there might be as 
to the meaning of the word ‘‘ bucket-shop,’”’ the defendant’s counsel, in 
the course of the argument before them, himself averred that in these 
particulars the word was used in that sense. As the idefendant relied 
upon fraud, the particulars must allege the fraud distinctly, for general 


allegations, however strong might be the words in which they were stated, 


were insufficient even to amount to an averment of fraud of which 
any court ought to take notice: Wallingford v. Mutual Society 
(5 App. Cas. 685, at p. 697). It was plain that the defendant 
Bottomley was not entitled to inspection unless and until he had by 
his particulars stated precisely the facts on which he relied in support of 
his justification. In his opinion, the defendant had not stated any facts 
so as to entitle him to any inspection. The defendant must state specific 
facts in support of his plea. The first paragraphs of the particulars were 
simply general statements. It might be that the remainder of the par- 
ticulars, coupled with the second particulars, alleged with sufficient 
particularity the issue by the plaintiffs of publications which on their face 
were fraudulent and misleading, but it was obvious that inspection could 
not be wanted to enable the defendant to prove that part of his case; and 
it was to his mind obvious that the inspection was only asked for to enable 
the defendant to fish out from the plaintiffs’ books particular instances in 
order to enable him to support his plea of justification. 


Farweit, L.J., concurred. In an action of libel a defendant who 
pleaded justification must state the facts on which he relied to prove 
such justification, and he could obtain discovery only in respect of the 


~facts so stated: Yorkshire Provident Life Assurance Co. v. Gilbert (1895, 


2 Q. B. 148). The rule in regard to opening settled accounts upon 
allegations of fraud was different, because the statement of one or more 
specific instances of fraud would, as a general rule, entitle the plaintiff to 
full discovery, not limited to the specific cases only: Williamson v. Barbour 
(9 Ch. D. 529), Waynes Merthyr Co. v. Radford § Co. (1896, 1 Ch. 29). The 
defendant here alleged no specific instances, and he required no discovery 
in respect of his allegations founded on excerpts from the plaintiffs’ own 
pamphlets. The court ought not to unsettle a settled rule of practice by 
drawing subtle distinctions between the case of Yorkshire Provident Life 
Assurance Co. v. Gilbert and the present case. 


Kennevy, L.J., concurred.—-Counset. Duke, K.C., and Shewell Cooper ; 
PF. E. Smith; Herbert Nield, Soxicrrors, A. H. Holmes ; H. W. Chatterton. 


[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
PEAROE v. BULLARD, KING, & 00. Joyce, J. 4th, 5th, and 15th Feb. 


Bayxruptcy—Securep Creprrorn—Comeosition with Creprrors—ANNUL- 
MENT OF Banxkrurprcy—Pxroor Vaturno Securtrry—Ricut or Desror 
TO RepErM AFTER ANNULMENT oF Bankruptcy—Proor or Severau 
Dents anp Securities aNp or Unsecurep Batancz 1x a Lump Sum— 
Creprrors’ Ricnt ro Consonipatre—Banxrurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vier. c. 52), es. 23 anp 168, Scnepure II., xr. 9 ro 17—Bankrvurptcy 
Act, 1893 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71). 


In cases where a bankruptey is annulled by the order of the court after approval 
of @ composition: scheme under section 23 of the Bankruptcy Act of 1883 the 
bankrupt's property revests in him, and he is entitled to redeem any securities 
which secured creditors may have elected to retain upon proving for the balance of 
their claims in the bankruptey. The price of redemption is the value at which 
the creditor assessed the security in his proof with interest from the date of the 








admission of proof. Where oredstors in respect of several debts had several 
securities for such debts, but proved in the bankruptey for a single balance 
after deducting the aggregate value of the securities retained by them upon their 
own assessment, and + tp ent merely required the sprrate values at which the 
securities were assessed without statement of the several debts or balances of debt 
in respect of such securities, and admitted proof of the balance as a lump sum and 
paid a dividend and a composition on such proof. 

Held, that after the bankruptey was annulled the plaintif’ was not in the 
circumstances entitled to pick and choose which of the securities he would redeem, 
and that the creditors were entitled to consolitate the whole of the securities 
against the whole sum at which these had been assessed, 

Whether the defendants were secured creditors, as holders of vendor's lien, in 
respect of contracts to sell shares in steamships which had never been transferred to 
the debtor, queere. 


Upon the bankruptcy of the plaintiff the defendants were creditors of 
the pla‘ntiff for various sums amounting to £8,062 14s. 2d., for which 
they held securities upon real and l property of the bankrupt, and 
also claimed vendor's liens for one-sixty-fourth share in each of the steam- 
ships Umfuli, Umtali, and Umvoti, which they had agreed to sell to the 
come but none of which shares had been transferred to the plaintiff. 

he receiving order was made on the 19th of April, 1899. The defendants, 
in their affidavit of proof, valued their securities at a lump sum of 
£3,806 15s., and proved for the balance. The proof was in a usual form, 
and did not distinguish the debts and securities. By a letter of the 10th 
of May, 1900, the trustee asked the defendants to state the separate values 
of their respective securities. The defendants supplied these particulars, 
but the trustee made no objection to the form of the iproof, which he 
ultimately admitted for £2,691 3s. 2d. as an unsecured debt, after deduc- 
tion of £1,500 in respect of which the defendants did not nowclaim. A 
dividend of 3s. in the £ was paid, and subsequently a composition of a 
further 9s., making 12s. in the £ in all, was accepted by the creditors and 
approved by an order of the court of the 6th of March, 1901. The 
receiving order was rescinded, and all the outstanding estate of the 
plaintiff was revested in him. The plaintiff now claimed to redeem the 
three shares in the steamships and to have an account of the profits 
attributable to these shares. 

Joyce, J., in the course of his judgment, said that in a simple case, if 
in a bankruptcy under the Act of 1883, a secured creditor, as defined by 
section 168 of the Act, were to prove subject to rules 9 to 17 in the second 
schedule of the Act, and then if this creditor under the 11th rule should 
state in his proof the particulars of his security, and the value at which 
he assessed it, in that case a dividend would only be paid to him upon the 
balance after deducting the value of the security. And where the security 
was 80 valued, the trustee might at any time redeem it upon payment to 
the creditor of the assessed value. Then, if consequent upon a scheme for 
a composition under section 23 of the Act of 1883, and the Act of 1890, 
after adjudication, a composition were paid on the balance referred to, and 
if under the same section 23 the bankruptcy were annulled and the 
property revested in the bankrupt, it would, having regard to Societé 
Generale de Parts v. Geen (8 A. C., p. 606), be startling to propose that in 
the absence of s circumstances or any provision in the scheme 
or order of the court, the creditor had become an absolute purchaser 
of the security at its assessed value, and that the debtor had lost all his 
rights and interests in it. On the other hand, it was contended that the 
security still remained a anger isey Beg the order approving the composition 
and annulling the bankruptcy been made. e security might have 
peculiar incidents attached to 1t, but assuming that no notice had been 
given under rule 12¢ of the second echedule of the Act, there was nothing 
in the Acts or rules, or generally in bankruptcy law, that would have 
the effect of converting the secured creditor into an absolute purchaser 
at the assessed value of the subject-matter of the security. In the absence 
of special circumstances, what was merely a security before the composition 
remained so afterwards, and the debtor, when his estate was revested 
in him, became entitled to redeem upon payment of the assessed value 
with interest from the date of admission of the proof in which the value 
was assessed and stated. Upon the facts, the learned judge held 
that defendants as secured creditors had, according to a common 
practice, lumped their debts and securities respectively claimed 
to prove for the balance. After reduction of their claim for 
£1,500, about which there was no question now, and the trustee's letter 
asking for the res; ve values of the securities, the trustee admitted the 
defendants’ proof, without any separation of the several debts and values 
of the securities for the same, and he acquiesced in the course adopted by 
the defendants. Two of the securities undoubtedly were subject to con- 
solidation, but it might be doubted whether the defendants were secured 
creditors in regard to their vendor’s liens on the steamsbip shares, which 
had never been transferred to the plaintiff (Re Burr, Ex parte Clarke, 67 
L. T. 465), but they were so treated with the of the trustee. 
Apart from the circumstances of the case there 
consolidate as between the several purchases; at all events, there was no 
right to consolidate them with other debts. The plaintiff after six 

ears claimed to redeem one or more of the securities as he chose, 

ut the contest as to was , and in the circumstances 
the order must be that the plaintiff was not entitled to pick and choose, 
but must redeem all or none, The of redemption 
respective values assessed by the defendants in their 
interest from the date of the proof, and credit for 
on the steamships after that date as the ts were not 
as mortgagees in ion as to these. There would be no order as to 
costs up to the date of judgment.—Counsg, Henry Wace ; Younger, K.C., 
and 7. L. Wilkinson. Soxicrrons, Loxdales ; Robert Greening. 


[Reported by A. 8. Orré, Barri«ter-at-Law. ] 
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High Court—King’s Bench 


Division. 
THOMPSON v. McKENZIE. Div. Court. 13th Feb. 
Licenstinc Law—‘' Permitrinc Drunkenness —Accertinc as A LODGER 


A Man tTHen Daunx—Licenstne Acts, 1872, s. 13; anp 1902, s. 4. 

The appsilant, the landlord of a fully-lisensed hotel, was convicted of per- 
mitting drunkenness on his premises, within the meaning of section 13 of the Act 
of 1872 and section 4 of the Act of 1902. It was admitted or proved that a man 
came to the hotel about 10.30 p.m., and was provided with a bedroom. The man 
then went to the smoking-room, where he fell asleep. He was drunk to the 
knowledge of the landlord when he oame to the house and asked to be put up for 
the night. He was found drunk: and asleep in the smoking-room by the police. 

Held, that the conviction must be affirmed, because the landlord was under no 
duty to allow the man, when he found he was drunk, to come upon his premises. 


Case stated by a stipendiary magistrate for Cardiff on an information 
preferred by W. McKenzie, the respondent, under section 13 of the 
Licensing Act, 1872, against W. Thompson, the appellant, for that he, on 
the 28th of July, 1907, at the city of Cardiff, then being a person licensed 
for the sale of intoxicating liquors by retail in his house and premises 
known as Elliot’s Family Hotel there situate, did unlawfully permit 
drunkenness to take place on his said licensed premises. The magistrate 
convicted the appellant and fined him 40s. and 10s. costs. The case 
stated that on the day in question, a Saturday, at 11.20 p.m., two police 
officers visited the defendant's premises and found seven or eight men in 
the smoking-room. One of these men, Thomas, was asleep in a chair, 
and was woke up and found to be drunk. The case found that Thomas 
‘was a person lodging in the house, he having engaged a room at 10.30 p.m., 
or some fifty minutes previously. He was drunk when he entered, and 
his condition was observed by the boots and the landlord, the latter 
accepting Thomas as a lodger and taking no steps to eject him or 
to have him conducted to his bedroom. The landlord allowed Thomas 
to go into the smoking-room, and took no steps to remove him. In 
Cardiff licensed premises are closed during the whole of Sunday, 
except to bond-fide travellers, persons lodging in the house, and 
personal friends of the licensee entertained at his expense. No drink 
was supplied to Thomas after he came into the house. It was con- 
tended on behalf of the appellant, before the magistrate, that after 
closing hours licenséd premises, so far as the landlord and his guests were 
concerned, were private premises to which the penal provisions of the 
licensing law did not apply. ‘The magistrate was of opinion that section 4 
of the Licensing Act, 1902, being general in terms and containing no 
exemption, was applicable to proceedings for permitting drunkenness 
under section 13 of the Licensing Act, 1872, in respect of all persons 
except the licensed pereon himself (Warden vy. Tye, 2.C. P. D. 74, 41 J. P. 
120) found drunk on the premises, and that ou proof that any person 
(excepting only the licensed person himself) was drunk on such premises 
it became incumbent on the licensed person to prove that he and his 
servants took all reasonable steps for preventing drunkenness on the 
premises ; and inasmuch as the appellant’s manager, knowing Thomas to 
be drunk, had admitted him to the licensed premises, although not bound 
so todo; had accepted Thomas as a lodger, although not bound so to do; 
having accepted Thomas as a lodger, had omitted forthwith to conduct 
him to his sleeping apartment, and had permitted Thomas whilst in a 
drunken condition to remain for fifty minutes with other lodgers in the 
smoking-room, the magistrate was of opinion that the appellant’s manager 
had not taken all reasonable steps tor preventing drunkenness, and, 
accordingly, as he had failed to discharge the burden of proof incumbent 
on him, he convicted the appellant. ‘The question upon which the opinion 
of the court was desired was whether section 13 of the Licensing Act, 1872, 
and section 4 of the Licensing Act, 1902, are applicable to the case of a 
lodger being found drunk on licensed premises during closing hours. The 
Licensing Act, 1872, s. 13, provides: ‘‘If any licensed person permits 
drunkenness or any violent, quarrelsome, or riotous conduct to take place 
on his premises, or sells any intoxicating liquor to any drunken person, he 
shall be liable to a penalty not exceeding for the first offence £10, and not 
exceeding for the second and any subsequent offence £20. . . .’? The 
Licensing Act, 1902, s. 4, provides: ‘‘ Where a licensed person is charged 
with permitting drunkenness on his premises, and it is proved that any 
person was drunk on his premises, it shall lie on the licensed person to 
prove that he and the persons employed by him took all reasonable steps 
tor preventing drunkenness on the premises.”’ 

Lord Atvexrsrong, C.J., said the case raised a point of great difficulty, 
and very great nicety, and he did not feel clear about it at all. Reasons 
had been given on both sides, which were equally cogent. Counsel for the 
me said that his client did not ‘‘ permit ’’ any drunkenness at all, 
that he simply allowed a man to come in as a lodger who was drunk, but, 
on the other hand, it could be said that the object of the Legislature was 
to prevent the permission of drunkenness on licensed premises, and that if 
@ man permitted another who was, drunk to be on his premises, notwith- 
standing the fact that he was a lodger, he committed an offence. Section 
4 of the Act of 1902 was not limited to the case of open hours, but in 
certain circumstances applied to closing hours. A publican could refuse to 
admit a person who was drunk under the Act of 1872, unless he was an 
inmate or lodger or a bond fide traveller. ‘The cases of Warden v. Tye 


(2 C. P. D. 74) and Lester v. Torrens (2 Q. B. D. 403) recognized the principle 
. that if a pereon was lawfully on the premises after licensed hours, and was 
found» drunk there, that was not sufficient to constitute the offence of 
permitting drunkenness on the premises, and that was really involved iu 


the reasoning of the decision in Rex v. Pelley (1897, 2 Q. B. 33). Under 
section 4 of the Act of 1902, it was open to a publican charged to prove 
that he and his employees took all reasonable steps to prevent drunkenness 
on the premises and thus escape conviction. In the present case the 
appellant need not have admitted the man, and he took no step to prevent 
him entering the house in a drunken condition. He therefore thought the 
magistrate was right. 

A. T. Lawnence, J., agreed, because in this case the magistrate found 
that the appellant need not have admitted Thomas. The question was, 
therefore, whether, under section 13 of the Act of 1872, it was an o 
to receive him as a lodger in that condition. He thought that section 13 
was directed to the conduct of a licence-holder rather than to the manage- 
ment of his house. Section 4 of the Act of 1902 certainly seemed to 
construe the words of section 13 of the Act of 1872 as having that meaning 
because it spoke of a man being charged with permitting ‘‘ drunkenness, 
and not with permitting persons ‘‘to become drunk.”’ 

Svurron, J., concurred. Conviction affirmed.—Counset, Sankey; Ivor 
Bowen. Souscrrors, Windybank, Samuell, § Lawrence, for Lewis, Morgan, ¢ 
Box, Cardiff ; Smith, Rundell, § Dods, for J. L. Wheatley, Cardiff. 

[Reported by Exsxine Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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GOODSON v. BAKER, A. T. Lawrence, J. 7th and 13th Feb, 


Gaminc—Berrrinec Dest—Compromise or CLAIM—ForsBEARING TO “‘ Post’ 
DereNDANT aS A DerautteR at CLus—ConsIDERATION—GAMING Act, 
1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 109), 8. 18; anv 1892 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 9), 6.1, 
The plaintiff and the defendant, who were bookmakers, had had numerous 

betting transactions together, and the plaintiff claimed that a balance was due to 

him of £375, and pressed for payment of that sum. The defendant admitted the 
claim only to the extent of £355, and wrote asking the plaintiff to accept a poste 
dated cheque for the lesser sum. The plaintiff agreed, but the cheque on maturity 
was dishonoured. The plaintiff’s solicitor then applied for payment within thres 
days. The defendant asked for time, promising that if the plaintiff did not post 
him as a defaulter at his club he would pay. This offer was accepted. In an 
action to recover the amount of the dishonoured cheque with interest, 

Held, that, as there was good consideration for the promise to pay, quite apart 

Srom the bets, an action would lie on the cheque, although the Gamung Acts were 

pleaded. 


Action tried before A. T. Lawrence, J., sitting without a jury. The 
action was brought to recover £355 and interest due on a cheque which on 
presentation was dishonoured. The defence raised was that the cheque 
was given in respect of betting transactions, and the Gaming Acts were 
relied on. Cur. adv. vult. 

A. T. Lawrence, J., in the course of his considered judgment, said the 
plaintiff was a London bookmaker and the defendant was a bookmaker and 
a commission agent at Daventry. There had been many transactions 
between the parties, and the cheque was given in settlement of the agreed 
balance which the defendant owed the plaintiff on the account between 
them. The cheque was dishonoured. The defendant was called. He 
stated that he understood the plaintiff to accept the cheque for £355 in 
settlement of his claim for £375. He also stated that he was a member of 
a Northampton sporting club, to which his being reported a defaulter 
would affect his membership. The settling day was Monday in each 
week, It was submitted on behalf of the plaintiff that there was here 
consideration for the cheque sued on apart from the bets, which it was 
admitted were in themselves an illegal consideration, and could not forms 
consideration for a cheque upon which tofoundanaction. The considera: 
tion was, first, the release of the original larger claim of £375 for the 
lesser sum of £355: and, secondly, the giving of timeand abstaining from 
taking any steps to post the defendant as a defaulter. His lordship thought 
the correspondence proved this. He also thought that inasmuch as 
the defendant was a commission agent, and it was vital to his business 
that he should not be posted. there was here sufficient consideration 
support the action. They were advantages which the defendant obtained 
wholly outside the bets. “The case of Chapman v. Franklin (21 Times L. B 
575) made him, at first, hesitate to come to this conclusion ; but there the 
Lord Chief Justice thought there was nothing to shew that the defendant, 
at the time he made the promise, had ‘‘ any fear of anything being done 
in the way of showing him up,” otherwise he would have held that there 
was consideration. His lordship had no doubt, on the evidence, that the 
cheque was given with a request for time in order to avoid being dec 
a defaulter in respect of the full claim of £375. He therefore gave judg- 
ment for the plaintiff for the amount claimed with costs.—CounseL, Ros 
Innes ; Frampton, Soutcrrors, R. 8. 8. Walker ; Harry Wilson. 

(Reported by Exsxive Rew, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Railway, &c., Commission. 


POSTMASTER-GENERAL ». WATFORD URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL 
12th Feb. 


TELEPHONES —~WAYLEAVES—PoLes In Foorway—Osiecrion 
AUTHORITY. 


The defendants objected to an ex'ension of a telephone system within that 
district, on the general ground that poles were to be erected in the footway of # 
certain street to carry the wires, and that these poles would be an inconvenience @ 
member's of the public using the footway, and they said that the wires should be 
placed underground, It was admitted that if the wires were placed undergrowd 
the expense would be very considerably more. The Postmaster- General claimed 6 
declaration that the objection was, in the cireumstances, unreasonable, ae 

Held, that the Postmaster-General was entitled to succeed, a 
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Appeal from the decision of the county court judge at Watford, who 
had held that the urban district council were justified in refusing to 
consent to the Postmaster-General carrying telephone wires along Queen’s- 
road, Watford, unless they were placed underground. In March, 1907, 
the Postmaster-General, acting under his statutory powers, gave notice to 
the urban district council that he intended to place overhead telephone 
wires in Queen’s-road, and that the requisite poles or posts would be 
erected in the pathway to carry the wires. The urban district council 
refused consent, alleging that it would be inconvenient to have poles 
erected along the road, and that the system, if supplied, should be laid 
underground. The action was then brought by the Postmaster-General 
alleging that it was unreasonable to object to the wires being carried over- 
head. It was urged that it was the duty of the Postmaster-General to 
improve and extend the telephone system as much as possible. It would 
cost six times as much to lay the wires underground as to instal an over- 
head system, and it was argued that if local authorities, without reason- 
able cause, could refuse to consent to overhead wires the extending of the 
telephone system would be seriously hampered. On behalf of the urban 
district council it was argued that it was their duty to oppose the proposal 
of the Postmaster-General when they were convinced that the erection of 
poles for overhead wires would obstruct a public thoroughfare. 

Sir James Woopnovsr, who delivered the judgment of the commissioners, 
said that the cost of putting the wires underground would be £112, 
whereas if poles were used the cost would be about £17, so that there 
would be a saving of £95. People had a natural antipathy to posts being 
ut up in the footway, but while he admitted that he shared that feeling, 
e did not think that was a sufficient ground for the objection taken by 
the county council against the proposed overhead system. It was admitted 
that the character of the locality was such that the erection of telephone 
_ would not depreciate the value of the adjoining house property. The 
ostmaster-General was charged by Parliament to carry on the telephone 
service of the country quite as much as he was directed to control the 
— service. It was his duty to extend the telephone service wherever 
e reasonably could. In no country in the world was the difficulty in 
obtaining wayleaves for telephonic communication so great as in this 
country. It would be impossible for the Postmaster-General to do his 
duty unless he was reasonably met. Each case must be decided on its 
merits. In this case he thought the Postmaster-General was entitled to 


The Hon. A. E. Harpy said he had prepared a judgment, but he so 
entirely agreed with the judgment delivered that he should not read it. 

A. T. Lawrence, J., expressed his entire concurrence in the judgment 
which had been delivered. Appeal allowed.—Counset, Sir W. S. Robson, 
AG., and Casserley ; Ernest Moon, K.C., and Courthope-Munroe. Soxicrrors, 
Solicitor to the Post Office ; Bower, Cotton, § Co.,for Broad § Riggall, Watford. 


[Reported by Easxixz Rep, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Societies. 
Shropshire Law Society. 


The thirty-second annual meeting of this society was held in the 
Society’s Rooms, College-hill, on Friday, the 14th inst. 

The President, Mr. E. H. Potts, who was in the chair, gave an interest- 
ing address, dealing with the subject of solicitors’ accounts, and some of 
the legislation of the past year. Referring to the Public Trustee Act, he 
expressed approval of a custodian trustee, but considered the Act would 
prove expensive in working for small estates. 

The report of the committee, and the hon. treasurer’s account, were 
received and approved. The report referred to several matters of interest 
to the profession, and recorded with regret the death of Mr. Edward 
Hodges, of Newport, a former president of the society. 

It was agreed to alter the rules, to provide that one-third of the retiring 
members of the committee should not be eligible for re-election for one 

ear after retiring. The following officers were elected: President, Mr. 

. M. How; vice-president, Mr. J. W. Montford; committee, Mr. §. M. 
Morris, Mr. J. H. Sprott, Mr. R. N. Salt; hon. treasurer, Mr. H. J. 
Osborne ; hon. secretary and librarian, Mr. R. T. Hughes. 

Considerable additions have been made to the library of the society in 
the past year, and it is now a very valuable one, comprising several 
hundred text-books and reports. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 


HONOURS EXAMINATION.—JANUARY, 1908. 


At the Examination for Honours of candidates for Admission on the Roll 
of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction : 

Fimst Crass. 
[In order of Merit.] 
Jonny Wii14M Fraser, who served his clerkship with Mr, Francis William 


Tromas Curneert Kemp, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
Messrs. Campbell, Brown, & Ledbrook, of Warwick, and Mr. F. Dorman, 
of London. 

Frev Witsox, who served. his clerkship with Mr. N. R. Sworder, of 
Watford, and Mr. E. W. Reeves, of London. 

Auun Epwarps Davies, who served his clerkship with Mr. H. O. Davies, 
of the firm of Messrs. R. O. Jones & Davies, of Festiniog, and Messrs, 
Robbins, Billing, & Co., of London. 


Srconp Cxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order.] 


Francis Pemberton Greener, who served his clerkship with Mr. M. J. 
Greener, of the firm of Messrs. Corbin, Greener, & Cook, of London. 

James Edward Hamer, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Godley, of the firm of Messrs. Jackson & Co., of Rochdale, and Messrs. 
Norris, Allens, & Chapman, of London. 

Claud Hewlett, M.A. (Oxon), who eerved his clerkship with Mr. H. W. 
Fovargue, of Eastbourne, and Messrs. Sharpe, Parker, & Oo., of London. 

Neville Hobson, who served his clerkship with Dr. R. W. Aske, of Hull. 

George Finch Hotblack, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served his clerkshi 
with Mr. Sydney Cozens-Hardy, of Norwich, and Messrs. Waterhouse 
Co., of London. 

Francis George Joseph, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
ee Francis Fiadgate, of the firm of Messrs. Fladgate & Co., of 

ndon. 

Edward Barrell Lee, who served his clerkship with Mr. Rokeby Douglas 
Maddock, of Heywood, and Mr. Edward Burgess Sharpley, of Tynemouth. 

Ernest Addison Rigg, B.A. (Dublin), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
W. H. Druitt, of the firm of J. & W. H. Druitt, of Bournemouth, and: 
Mr. T. H. Gardiner, of the firm of Messrs. Long & Gardiner, of London. 
Francis Victor Robinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Sydney J, 
Ellis, of the firm of Messrs. Camp & Ellis, of Watford. 
Francis John Watts, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph Watts, 
of the firm of Messrs. Watts & Sons, Dewsbury. 
Herbert Vaughan Whitehead, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Parker Ayers, of London. 


Tarep Oxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


Cyril Shakespeare Beachcroft, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Beachcroft, Thompson, Hay, & Ledward, of London. 
John Burns, who served his clerkship with Mr. Hugh Burns, of 


Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Robert Everard Druitt, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Druitt, of the firm of Messrs. Druitt & Druitt, of tchurch, Hants, 


and Messrs. Lovell, Son, & Pitfield, of London. 

Thomas George Elphinston, B.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship 
with Messrs. Knocker & Knocker, of Dover, and Messrs, Sharpe, Parker, 
& Co., of London. 

Leslie Farnfield, who served his clerkship with Mr. H: E. Farnfield, of 
the firm of Messrs. J. A. & H. E. Farnfield, of London. 

Bartholomew Foskett, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur 
Bastide, of Brighouse. 

Charles Ewart Jeens, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Langley-Smith, of the firm of Messrs, Langley-Smith & Son, of 
Gloucester. 

William Burgess Johnson, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
B. Jchnéon, of Wigan. 

William Kentish, who served his clerkship with Mr. Siward James, of 
the firm of Messrs. James, Barton & James, of Birmingham. 

David Kenvyn Rees, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Richards 
Davies, of the firm of Davies, Nash, & Co , of Cardiff. 

Herbert Stanley Richards, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Warren Briggs, of the firm of Messrs. Burton & Briggs, of Nottingham, 
and Mesers. Busk, Mellor, & Norris, of London, 

Frederick Alan Robinson, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Cobbett, 
Wheeler, & Cobbett, of Manchester. 

Henry William Davies Williams, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
R. T. P. Williams, of Haverfordwest. 

Guy Cooper Willis, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Gardner, 
of the firm of Messrs. Loxley, Elam, & Gardner, of London. 

Henry Newcome Wright, who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
Borrough Hopkins, of Leeds. 

The Council of the Law Society have accordingly given class certificates 
and awarded the following prizes of books : 

To Mr. Fraser—The Clement’s-inn Prize—value about £10; the Daniel 
Reardon Prize—value about 20 guineas; and the John Mackrell Prize— 
value about £12. 

To Mr. Kemp—The Clifford’s-inn Prize—value 5 guineas, 
To Mr. Wilson—The New-inn Prize—value 5 guineas. 
To Mr. Davies—The Law Society’s Prize—value 5 guineas. 
The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 
Fighty-nine candidates gave notice for the examination. 
By order of the Council, 


E. W. Wiu1amson, Secretary, 





y, of Great Malvern, 


Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, Feb, 21st, 1908, 
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PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 5th and 6th of 
February, 1908 : 

Alexander, Donald Foley 

Baily, Arthur Alexander Russell 
Barlow, Norman Cecil 
Blumberg, Marco 

Bull, Roland John Howard 
Bury, Harold Sterndale Entwisle 
Cook, Dudley Stafford 

Cooper, John Noel 


McMillan, Arthur John 
Mason, George William Steel 
Maughan, John 
Mawson, Joseph Landt 
Meeson, Claude 
Meller, Elliot Adolphus 
Meredith, David Francis 
Miller, Thomas Peacock 
Davies, Arrol Ewart Morris, David William 
Deacon, Gerald John Cole Moss-Blundell, Clarence Edward 
Deakin, Charles Joseph John King Nathan, Harry Louis 
Dixey, Arthur Carlyne Niven Nicholls, George Lawson 
Drewett, Richard Blackway Pawson, James Reginald Ellis 
Edeils, Sidney Louis Peters, John 
Gales, John Russell Rees, Richard Wilfred 
Glanville, Arthur Gordon Roberts, James Reginald Howard 
Glasier, Philip Mannock Schofield, John James 
Gray, Stanley Stalker, Jonathan 
Harrison, Charles Edward Strong, Gervase Noel Edward 
Herbert, George Angelo Styler, Herbert Milton 
Horsfall, Edward Taylor, Frederick Elliston 
Hurtley, John James Taylor, John Burdett Selmes 
Johnson, Eric Veevers ‘Thompeon, Charles Audley 
Kinsey-Morgan, Edward Cecil ‘Thorp, Markham Henry 
Koski, Harry Vincent, William Morris 
Lamb, Arthur John Watts, Archibald Wodehouse 
Lloyd, Geoffrey Poppleton Whitehouse, John Hubert 
Lloyd, Percy Charles Wilkinson. Charles 
Lloyd, William Royston Williams, Gomer 
McFarlane, James Alexander Wood, Sydney George 
No. of candidates ... 100 Passed nak a @& 
By order cf the Council, 
i. W. WittraMmson, Secretary. 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, Feb. 21st, 1908, 


Law Srvupents’ Deratine Socrery.—Feb. 25.—Chairman, Mr. P. B. 
Henderson.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That.a married woman, whose 
husband has obtained a decree nisi against her on the ground of adultery 
with the co-respondent, is entitled to succeed in an action against the 
co-respondent for damages for breach of a promise (made after the decree 
nisi) to marry ber after the decree should be made absolute, he having 
broken his promise by marrying another woman.”’ Mr.iO0. P. Blackwell 
opened in thetaffirmative, Mr, C. 8. Krauss seconded in the affirmative ; 
Mr. D. J. Kennedy: opened in the negative, Mr. Tyser seconded in the 
negative. The following members also spoke: Mersrs. Ames, Pleadwell, 
Smith, Birch, Jameson, Margetts, Croom-Johnson, Cornock, The motion 
was lost by six votes. 


Bremincuam Law S1vpents’ Socrrry.—Feb. 25.—A debate took place 
with the Bristol Law Students’ Society, who were represented by Messrs. 
©. A. Chiltou, A. H. Crew, and E. W. W. Veale. The chair was taken 
by Mr. H. Maddocke. The following question was debated: ‘‘ That this 
house is in favour of the present Government adopting a scheme for pro- 
viding Old Age Pensions.” The debate was opened by Mr. ©. A. Chilton, 
who was followed by Messrs. F. B Darling, E. W. W. Veale, and H. V. 
Argyle. The subject was opposed by Mr. E. H. Clutterbuck, who was 
supported by Mesers A. H. Crew and T. H. Bethell. Unfortunafely time 
prevented iurther argument. After an interesting summing up by the 
chairman, the question was put to the meeting, and the negative won by 
ll to 4. A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the meeting. 





Companies. 


The Legal and General Life Assurance Society. 


The annual general meeting of the society was held on Tuesday, at the 
chief cffice, 10, Fleet-street, Mr. Romer Wururams, in the absence 
through indisposition of Mr. R. Pennington, in the chair. In moving 
the adoption of the report, the chairman referred to the loss the 
society had suffered during the past year in the deaths of Sir Arthur 
Kekewich and Mr. William Williams. Sir A. Kekewich was elected 
auditor in 1871 and director in 1883, and Mr. Williams had been 
intimately connected with the society for over forty years. Turning 
to the accounts, the chairman stated that they compared favourably 
with those of 1906, the closing year of their thirteenth quinquennium. 
During the year 3,431 policies were issued, as against 3,089 in 1906, 
and the net sums assured were, in the life department, £2,416,371, as 
against £2,361,818. The premiums were £122,675, as against £117,124. 
These figures iucluded the general fund, which last year secured 
£295,922 net sums assured at premiums of £7,237, as against £219,657 
at premiums of £13,126 in 1906. The net premium income had increased 
by £57,765, and now amounted to £589,224. The consideration money 
received for annuities had been almost the same in 1907 as in 1906, 
-being £133,496, as against £131,903. On the other hand, interest and 
dividends had increased from £157,013 to £167,788. The amount received 
on account of reversions would seem small having regard to the amount 





invested in them. ‘Two considerable reversions fell in last year, but 
had not been taken into account, as no cash had yet been received on 
account of them. On the other side of the account, the claims caused 
127 deaths amounted to £222,892, as compared with £269,752 caused 
118 deaths in 1906. There were also claims for £6,572 due to ma 
endowments. The average claim in 1907 worked out at £1,755. It wag 
£2,286 in 1906, and £1,534 in 1905. The actual amount of claims paid 
last year was less than that in 1906, although the amount of risk was con. 
siderably increased. The actual claims considered as a percentage of the 
death claims provided for by the tables employed in their valuation 
amounted to only 624 per cent. of the expectation, as against 84 per cent, 
in 1906. These figures recalled the very favourable mortality experience of 
1905, and were a gratifying commencement of their 14th quinquennium, 
The surrenders this year amounted to £23,924, as against £14,831 lasé 
year. There was a general increase of surrenders in a bonus year, as many 

licies were kept alive in anticipation of the bonus, when, after the 
declaration, they were surrendered. The annuities had increased in pro- 
portion to the increase of the consideration money received, and now 
amounted to £86,210, as against £78,455. Naturally the expenses of 
management were greater owing to the cost of the bonus; they had 
increased from £41,178 to £46,590, but the ratio of expenses had 
nevertheless been reduced from 13:4 per cent. to 13-0 per cent. The result 
of the year’s working was an increase of £429,954 in the total funds. The 
continued fall in convertible securities had had an effect upon the average 
rate of interest they had been abie to earn upon their funds. This, 
omitting the amount invested in the purchase of reversionary interests, 
had increased in the year from £4 6s. per cent. to £4 6s. 8d. per cent. The 
continued depreciation in the money market had placed in their 
unusual facilities for the investment of the surplus funds of the society, 
and the directors had not hesitated to secure permanent investments ata 
good rate of interest. 

His Honour Judge Bacon seconded the motion, and it was carried 
unanimously. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. W. R. D. Apxrys, M.P., barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Junior Counsel to the Post Office on the Midland Circuit in succession to 
Mr. J. J. Parfitt, K.0., who vacated the appointment on being created a 
King’s Counsel recently. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Ourver Howarn Swann, Frank Hersert Green, and Henry Haworra 
Harpman, solicitors (Swann, Green, & Hardman), 103, Cannon-street, 
London, and Heathfield and Hailsham, Sussex. Oct. 1. 

Aturep Humpnrey Writirams and Frepesick Orrin Broxno., 
solicitors (Williams & Broxholm), Oakley House, 14 to 18, Bloomsbury. 
street, London. April 7. The said Frederick Cyril Broxholm will continue 
to carry on the said business alone at the said address and under the 
same style. [ Gazette, Feb. 21. 

Smwney Bazarcetre Carniey, and Gerorrrey Sranranp, solicitom 
(Carnley & Staniland), Alford, Spilsby, Burgh-le-Marsh, and Skegness, 
Feb. 20. The practice will in future be carried on by the said Sidney 
Bazalgette Carnley. 

Jonn WituraM Cranpier Lanerirerp and Witt1am Granam-Hoopse, 
solicitors (Langfield & Graham-Hooper), Brighton. Feb. 21. 

[ Gazette, Feb. 25. 





Information Wanted. 


Re Tomas Perers, builder, of Great Alie-street, Whitechapel.—Will 
the solicitor or his successor, who conducted the affairs of the late Thomas 
Peters, builder, of Great Alie-street, Whitechapel, E., communicate with 
Mr. T. Evans, 424, Mile End-road. 





General. 


Mr. Charles M. Sanford, a wealthy lawyer, of Brooklyn, was, says the 
Daily Masl’s New York correspondent, shot and dangerously wounded ia 
his office on Tuesday by a woman, named Jennie Blunt. She appeared at 
an early hour at Mr. Sauford’s office, explaining to his clerks that she 
wished to speak with her lawyer. As soon as Mr. Sanford entered she fired 
twice, one bullet lodging in a desk, the other in the brain of her victim. 
The deed accomplished, she rushed into the crowded street, where she was 
tripped up by a policeman and nearly lynched by a mob. 

At the Southwark Coroner’s Court, on the 18th inst., Dr. F. J. Waldo, 
the City Coroner, referred to the Bill now before Parliament to dispense 
with the compulsory viewing of the body at coroners’ inquests. Dr. Waldo 
regretted the trouble the jury had been put toin walking to the mortuary, 
which, he said, was unfortunately not a sanitary one, especially in 
summer. At present the law said that both coroner and jury had to view the 
body. He thoughtit was essential to assist them in following the evideno& 
The question might arise whether it was necessary, and he had in front of hig — 


He was of opinion that: 


or the majority of the jury thought it necessary. 
e public interest. It i 


the viewing of the body should be retained in 








a good effect in many caseg, 
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Mr. J. A. Simon, K.C., M.P., will be entertained at dinner at the Great 
Eastern Hotel, on Friday, March 6, at 7.30, in celebration of his recent 
appointment as a King’s Counsel. The Lord Advocate will preside, and 
Sir E. Carson, K.O., M.P., will propose the principal toast. The dinner 
is organised by Mr. Simons’ constituents, but is non-political. 

A regrettable incident occurred, says the Daily Mail, during the luncheon 
interval in the Lord Chief Justice’s Court, on Wednesday, where the Railway 
and Canal Commissioners were holding an iuquiry. A dispute about 
precedence arose between two King’s Counsel, and a violent altercation 
followed which lasted until the judge and the commissioners re-entered the 
court. Abouta dozen K.C.’s represent the various parties objecting to the 
railways’ scheme. These counsel sit in a long row in order of seniority. 
Between two of them a difference of opinion arose as to where they 
should respectively sit, it being understood that each objected to the 
other’s choice. Suddenly there were angry words. The two gentlemen 
were seen standing confronting each other, and those who were 
near to the disputants declare that several blows were exchanged. The 
word ‘‘cur’’ was distinctly heard during the argument between the two 
gentlemen. Sir Robert Finlay hastily walked over to the two advocates, 
and engaged in conversation with one of them, while Sir Samuel Evans 
(the Solicitor-General) crossed from the opposite side of the court and 
spoke to the other. A minute later the judges entered, and the court, 
hea had become excited by the unfortunate dispute, calmly settled down 
to business. 


If the Bill introduced by the Attorney-General for separating the offices 
of Public Prosecutor and Treasury Solicitor be passed, says a writer to the 
Globe, Parliament will merely restore the old order of things. The office 
of Public Prosecutor has a very short history. It was not until 1879 that 
the country possessed the services of the official of whom in these days so 
much is expected. For five years the office of Director of Public 
Prosecutions was kept separate from that of Solicitor to the Treasury, Sir 
John Maule, Q.C., holding the former, and Sir Augustus Stephenson the 
latter. The two offices were united in 1884, because it was found that the 
duties belonging to them overlapped. Now, as a result of the great 
increase in the work of the Public Prosecutor, it is thought desirable that 
they should again be separated. The Public Prosecutor has often been 
criticised by persons who have not understood the limitations of his powers. 
The new Bill provides that he may take action ‘‘ in cases which appear to 
him to be of sufficient importance or difficulty, or which from any other 
reason require his intervention.’’ The Bill contemplates, indeed, a con- 
siderable addition to the work of the office, for it also provides for the 
appointment of Assistant-Directors. No person is to be qualified for the 
office of Public Prosecutor unless he is a barrister or solicitor of not less 
than ten years’ standing. The Earl of Desart, the present occupant of the 
office, brings a rich store of experience to the performance of his duties. 
He is a barrister of thirty-five years’ standing. 

An action which was tried at the Manchester Assizes on Wednesday 
and Thursday in last week was brought against Messrs. Fielding & 
Fernihough, solicitors, of Bolton, by Mrs. Elizabeth Johnson, who for 
some time was tenant of the Lion’s Paw Hotel, Bolton, and claimed 
damages for injury alleged to have been caused by conduct on the part of 
the defendants in their capacity as solicitors. In their statement of 
defence Messrs. Fielding & Fernihough denied negligence, asserted that 
they exercised care and skill, and denied that the plaintiff had suffered any 
damage. The action arose out of negotiations for the purchase, by the 
Bolton Corporation, of the public-house. After a lengthened trial the 
jury intimated that there was no case against the defendants. The Judge 
(Mr. Justice Pickford) said: ‘‘I entirely agree with you. I have been of 
that opinion for a long time, but I thought I would not take the case from 
you. This is a most unfortunate incident—most unfortunate—and 
is based on an absolutely unfounded allegation of negligence against a 
gentleman in a good position, who has done, so far as [ can see, and in 
the jury’s opinion, absolutely the best for his client, and has, indeed, got 
more than she was entitled to. Legally she was entitled to nothing ; 
she might have received a tenancy from the Bolton Corporation without 
him, but she would certainly not have got the £50 compensation from 
Lord Bradford without him. Either by her own wrongheadedness or some 
other reason, she has lost the £50, which has gone to her present solicitor, 
I suppose, for the costs of the action, and she will have the whole of the 
costs of this action to pay. If it is her own wrongheadedness, she has 
only herself to blame ; if she kas been advised, it has been bad advice.”’ 
His lordship entered judgment for the defendants with costs, and granted 
a certificate for a special jury. 

Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, says the Daily Telegraph, administered 
a gentle rebuke to the Bar, in the Appeal Court, on Monday. Amongst 
the cases in the list was Larsen v. Sylvester § Co., the plaintiff being the 
appellant. Mr. McKinnon, junior counsel for the respondents, intimated 
that he had just received a message from Mr. Hamilton, K.C., and Mr. 
Scrutton, K.C., who were leading counsel for the appellant and the respon- 
dents, respectively, stating that they were both engaged before the Privy 
Council, and requesting that the hearing of the case might be postponed 

till next Monday. Lord Justice Vaughan Williems: I do not think this 
is a convenient principle to act on. The whole conduct of the Bar is 
framed on the basis that in cases of importance you must have a leader 
and a junior. Here there is no inequality: neither leader is able 
to come. Why should we not hear the case to-day: Mr. J ‘ 
K.C., who appeared in the next case in the list, said he had 
been waiting three days, and was prepared to on with his 
case. Lord Justice Vaughan Williams: As you have kept a long 
time, we will agree to take your case, but I do test against this 
stagnation and utter absence of real current in the b of the Bar. It 


cerned, every delay costs some money. Mr. Jenkins: After your lordship’s 
expression of opinion I will always tell my clients that they had better 

on with the juniors in the event of the leader's absence. Lord J 
Farwell: The leader’s absence is the junior’s opportunity. The Court 
allowed the postponement of the case of Larsen v. Sylvester & Co., and 


Lord Justice Vaughan Williams said Mr. Jenkins’s case might ‘proceed, 
the Court being very glad to be able to end the sufferings of all 


in it. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Raegisraans ix ATTENDANCE ox 
Emenorncy ame mal Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
0. 








Rora. Joron. Swixves Bapr. 
Mr, Bloxam Mr, Theed Mc. Tindal King 
Borrer t Church 
idechmidt # Bloxam Theed Tindal King 
Borrer G it Church 
Bloxam Theed Tindal King 
Borrer ¢ Church 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Nevitis. Pasken. Eva, 
Mr. Leach Mr. GoldschmidtMr. Greswell 
Greswell oyage Leach 
Leach Synge 
Greswell Synge Farmer 
Leach Borrer Chureh 
Greswell Synge Tindal King 











Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, Feb. 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep i CHanoxey. 
An A 8 Co, Liurrap—Petn for wiading up, ted Feb 21, 
GLo-ArGENTINE SHiprine ng up, presen’ ‘eo *~1 


;, directed to be heard March 3, Cattarns & Co, 
of ap’ ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 0’ in the afternoon of 


2 
Barransia Stamrina Co, Lunrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 17, directed to be 
heard March 8. Syrett & Sons, Finsbury pvmat, solors for . Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of March 2 
BritisH-Ameaican Macutrery Co, Linrrep—Creditors are req on or before April 8, 
to their , and the particulars of debts or claims, to 
Albert Leopold Morgan, 


’ 36, F at, liquidator 
Baovsot Motor Co or Gusat Bartaix, Liuurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 6 
directed Brown & Co, Pancras In, solors for petners. ot 


to be heard March 3 
appearing must reach the above-named not than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
2 

Crovomat Exons Co, Limirep —Creditors are requested, on or before March 21, to send 
their names and addresses, an e particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Sinclair Drummond, 23, St Mary Axe. Paines & Co, 8t Helen's pl, solors to liquidator 

Granvitue CLos Syxpicate, Lintrap—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 14, directed to 
be March 3. Feeny, Fenchurch st, solor for petners. Notic: of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 2 

J. J. Srocxan, & Sons, Linrrep (1x Liguipatios) —Creditors are required, ou or before 

addreases 8 Oise ¢ Se or 
bldgs. Maddison & Co, Old Jewry, solors for 

iq 

J. 8. Suita Daves & Co, Liurrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 29, to send 

their names and addresses, and of Gale Getee ot clatans, to Soenge Caetnge 
nt, Mi 


Distillery, , Mile 

Kueayits Co, Luatrep—OCreditors are required, on or before March 21, to send their 
names and addresses, the particulars of their debts and claims, to David Livingstone 
Honeyman, 18, 8t Swithin’s in, Jacksons & Co, Ooleman st, solors for liquidator 

Loxpow axp Denver Misixo Corporation, Limrrsp—Oreditors are required, on or before 
March 7, to See 
to William George Blakemore, 6, ewry, liquidator 

Mixgs anp Surueatanp, Linrrsp—Creditors are on or before March 13, to +s 


their names and and particulars of their or claims, to H. 
Leadenhall bidgs, Gracechurch st, liquidator 

Suows Co, Limrrrep—Creditors are woos, on or before March 31, to send their names 
and addresses. their 


and the particulars debts or claims, to Fred Vaughan, Cleveland 
bidgs, 94, Market st, Manchester, Dunderdale, Manchester, solor for liquidator 

Ste James Laine & Sons, Liutrep—Petn for winding up, presente’ Feb 21, directed to be 
heard March 8, Cattarns & Co, Leadenhall otice 


x l «dyes J solers. Ni of 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 0’ in the afternoon of March 2 
Supmarine Exrertainments Syspicate, Liutrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 20, to ir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Stanley Howard Bersey, 6, Holborn viaduct, liquidator 
Taisuxe, Limrrep—Creditors are req on or before 81, to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Franktin Thomasson, 24 
and 25, Bouverie st. Sharpe & Co, New ct, Carey st, solors to liquidator 
London Gasette,—Tusspay, Feb, 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitsp 1x Caancery, 
Vv. Mitt Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
— names and, addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
Alfred 5 aq, i 
E. A. Cooxe & Co, Linrrep— Creditors are req to 
and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Mr. G. H. Tyler, 





388, 
Victoria chm! 
Groner Incram Mureueap, Limitep — Feb to 

be heard March 6. Fisher & Hodges, Newport, for FA G.. 
Grimsby, solors for Notice must reach the not 
than 6 o'clock im the afternoon of March 
Moror Traction Cv, 1905, Lanrrsp—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, to 
send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry 





is not. good for either the litigant, the Bar, or the judge. It makes the 
Dusitiess uf the Court much more difficult, and, as far as clients are con- 
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Rewiance Brass anv Inox Fouxpry Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and 
to Mr G. H. Tyler, Newton chmbrs, 43, Cannon st, Birmingham, liquidator 
R. M. C. Sywpicate, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 21, directed to be 
heard March 10. Ward & Co, Gracechurch st, solors for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 9 
Taomwas McNaveut & Co, Limitro—Creditors are required, on or before April 7, to send 
their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest 
William Edward Nuttall, Fountain chmbrs, Fountain st, Halifax. Riley, Halifax, 
solor to liquidator 
“ Uasuta Batout” Steameute Co, Limrtep (tx Liquipatios)—Creditors are required, on 
or before April 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Mr Henry Turton, 44, Leadenhall st. Botterell & Roche, 8t Mary axe, 
solors to liquidator 


" ‘ty M 
[The Property Mart. 
Sales of the Ensuing Week. 
March 2.—Messre. Weatueratt & Green, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents 
(see advertisement, Feb. 22, — pege). 
March 3, 4, and 5.—Messrs. W. Maxw & Sox, at 33, Belgrave-square, at 1: The 
Farniture, &c., of the above th (see advertisement, psge v., this week). 
March 5.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & C BANFIELD, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Life 
Interests, rs Life Policies (see advertisement, page v., this week). 














Creditors’ Notices 
Under 22 & Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or CLam, 
London Gasette.—Fripay, Feb. 21. 


Anos, Jaxz, Southend on Sea Aprill Houghton & Son, Finsbury pavement 

Beary, Wituiam Joseru Metsovang, Southampton March18 Emanuel & Ecanuel, 
Southampton 

Brasy, James, Hove, Sussex, JP, DL March 30 A F Church & Son, Fenchurch st 

Cariow, Joux, Morecambe March 25 Southern & Co, Burnley 

Cups, "James. Hertford Heath, Little Amwell, Herts, Lic saned Victualler April 8 
Sworder & Longmore, Hertford 

Craco, Gzorce Tomas, Sutherland rd, Park In, Tottenham March 16 Rubinstein & 
Co, Raymond bidg:, Gray’s inn 

Currs, Josera, Northampton April15 Arnold, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 

Daarer, Row.ayp Josera, Hunslet, Leeds, Smith’s Striker March 23 


Eaves, ae Saran, Fermoy rd, Paddington Aprili Leathley & Willes, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 


Favurkser, Rozert, Crookham, Hants March 4 Prall, St John’s hill 

Fiercurs, Wiruras, Cadogan st, Chelsea, Builder March 31 Seatle & Morrison, Victoria 
st, Westminster 

Forup, Matitpa Svureivcr, Earls Court rd, Boarding House Proprietriss March 16 
Tippetts, Earls Court rd 

Foarest, Gzoroina, Guernsey March 17 Malkin & Co, Martins In 

Fvaniss, Wittiam, Nottingham, Pig Dealer March14 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 

Gitkes, Josers, Dallington, Northampton, Baker March 25 Dennis & Faulkners, 

pton 


Granger & Co. 


| Mosrison, Rev. WiLLIAm Witson, Greatham Vicarage, Durham March 28 


Giiure. James Francis, Berwick upon Tweed, Merchant 


Weatherhead, Berwick on Tweed 


Shrewsbury 

Govan, Wit.1am Samugt, Shrewsbury, Innkeeper’s Assistant March 25 Corser & Son, 
Shrewsbury 

Gower, Josava Ronert, Tunbridge Wells April3 Gower, Tunbridge Wells 

Gaay, Buiza Maazia, Eastbourne March 26 Deacon & Co, Gt St Helen’s 

HALt, Jonn, Chealyn Hay, Staffs March18 May & Court, Wolverhampton 

Hat, Wituian enemy ny Haswell, Durham, Mining Engineer March 31 Ryott & Swan, 

ewcastle upon 

Hawcox, Gronae Franc = * Lecnincter, Coal Merchant March7 Gosling, Leominster 

Haxpina, Fasyy, Oldham March 23 "Bradbury , Oldham 

Haapina, Witt, Oldham March 23 Senter. Oldham 

Hones, James, Greenheys, Manchester March 17 Hall & Co, Manchester 

Hopars, Wiutuiam, Chelteaham March17 Martin & Martin, Readi 

Ho.vesorr, Arruus Josgra, Hove, Sussex March 24 Stringer, Brighton 

Humeve, Rev Joun ‘Ratra, Cambridge} gdns, North Kensington March 20 
& Cracknall, Lancaster pl, Strand 

oan, Doe Epwanp, Kingston upon Hull [March 21 


Incram, Atrarp, Ipswich, Grocer March 15 Marshall, Ipswich 

Jones, Evizasers, Erw Suran, Dolbenmaen March 27 econ & Co, Portmadoc 

Kiya, "Ayn, Durham ter, Westbourne gdns April 25 Keen & Co, Carter In 

saan, Geanes Freestons, Newmarket, Corn Merchant March 11 Bendall & Sons, 

ewmarket 

Lomparp, Major Graves Coamwzy Swan, Worcester Park, Surrey March 30 Richardson 
& Sadlers, Golden eq 

Mackey, Evwarp, North shields, Engineer Feb 28 Bainbridge, ——, 

Manrpon, Wii1aM Henry, Crogsland rd, Kentish Town, Accountant h 23 Howard 
& Son, Gray’s inn sq 

Mitxer, Witt1am, Grimston, Dunnington, Yorks, Farmer March 31 W& KET 
Wilkinson, York 

Morartis, Demetarus, Ashmore rd, Paddington March 20 Potter & Co, Kilburn 

Layne, New- 





Greenfield 
Woodhouse & Chambers, 


castie upon Tyne 
New neaee, naan Gen Siz Henry Ricuarp Lecer, Warwick March 25 Lowe & Co, 
‘emple gdns 
Parmer, Sopaia Jane, Berrow, Somerset March17 Board & &tiling, Burnham, Somerset 
Peacoc <, Wit1iam. Gipsy hill March17 Sayle & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Porrer, Epwarp, Berkhamsted, Decorator March 31 Tuppen, Bedford row 
Pretor, SAMUEL ASHTON, Weymouth March 31 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 
Riveway, Evizasetu, Woodley, Chester April4 Leigh, Manchester 
Roperts, "Humpnery, Queen's gate pl March 31 Fiel & Co, Liverpool 
Ropentsox, ALEXanDER Wi .iam, Charlton, Kent, Master Mariner April 20 Duke, 
Gresham st 
Ruston, Farpericx Wititam, Chatteris, Cambs, Farmer March 31 Rushton, Chatteris 
BALLABANR, Ernest Sraruzn, Woking, Hairdresser March 31 Cohen & Dunn. Draper's 
ns 
ee VexizeL.o Grorce, Smyrna March 21 Harston & Bennett, Bishopagate 
ithin 


Suewarp, Eten Evizasetnu, Parkin March 31 Sismey & Cook, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet 

S.ex, Jous, Barrow in Furness, Pawabroker March 30 Poole & Son, Barrow in Furness 

aay Gzorce, Trimdon Grange, Durham, Cabinet Maker March 31 Mawson, 

urbam 

Srewart, Jank, Blackpool March 21 Welford, Manchester 

SurTos, Eowarp Nayuer, Broxholme, nr Saxilby, nines March 31 + & Sills, Lincoln 

Urtiey, Exizapetu Fietpen, Alexandrard Marchi Bu 

Wesrmacorr, KLIzaBEeTH, Cleveion, Somerset oy 4 0' Doncghue & & _ Bristol 

Wurtz, ANDREW, Toddhill Whalton, Northumberland, Farmer March 31 Wilkinson & 
Marshall, Newrastle upoa Tyne 

WILsox, Faepericx Jounx, Albany st March 20 Yates, Chancery In 








Harpy, 


Cuarirs, Llanbradach, Glam. patent caatt | f 


Witsox, Wittram Reorsatp, and Witt1am Meat, Oultos 


Agent 
‘ aay 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette,—Faipay, Feb. 21. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Aocpsery, Mary, Kingston = m Hull, Fancy pone 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 1 

Bacortt, Atrrep Taomas, Sketty, or J domed Grocer 
Swansea Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Baker, Watter Vickery, Merthyr Tydfil, Butcher Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Carrer, Atpert Evwarp, Wimbledon, Chauffeur Kingston 
Pet Dec9 Ord Feb 18 

Carry, Lieut Cuaagtes Hamittow~ 8tac mes Liss, Hampshire 
High Court Pet Jan2i Ord Feb 

Copsetr, Wittiam Henry, Ossett, 
Dewsbury Pet Feb 17 ‘Ord Feb 17 

Coury, a, Merthyr Tydfil, ee Framer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Feb17 Ord Feb1 

Cones, Pattie, Hoxton st, Sener High Court Pet Feb 
17 Ord Feb 17 

Crawrorp, Jouxn Groror, Bishopston, Bristol, 
Bristol Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Carwes, Wiitiam Cuarves. Burslem, Staffs, Forernan Cutter 
Hanley Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Crort, Joux Pace, Moseley, Worcester, Tea Merchant 
Birmingham Pet Nov 12 Ord Feb 17 

Davies, Davin, Penarth, Glam, Baptist Minister Brighton 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 17 

Dicxises, Joux Tuomas, Stratford St Mary, Svffolk, 
Licensed Victualler Ipswich Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Dovst, Atrrev, Gt Grimsby, Painter Gt Grimsby Pet 


¥ orks, Greengrocer 


Stationer 


Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Dummer, Faeepvericxk James, Southsea, oo General 
Dealer Portemouth Pet Feb19 Ord F-b 
Wigan 


Durkin, Jouw Joszeru. Wigan, Licensed V: Goan 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 17 

Finca-Hatrox, Ciirrosp, Leicester, Clerk Leicester Pet 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Fow.er. Taomas. Cheltenham, Coal Merchant Cheltenham 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 39 | 

Foxaut, Davin, and Witiiam Foxary, Lye. Worcester, 
— Manufacturers Stourbridge Pet Feb 17 Ord | 

eb il7 

Fazxstoxs, Enowarv, Worksop, Notts, Baker Sheffeld | 
Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Guoves, Agtave Moopy, Mountsorrel, Leicester, Cycle | 

Leicester Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 1‘ 

Ricnarp Daviv, Aberdare, Glam, Grocer 

payers Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 | 

Hamex, Janes Wicitam, se Nottingham, Con- 
wactor Nottingham Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 | 


man Pontypridd Pet Feb1s8 Ord Feb 1 

Hanetsox, Richarp Watson, Hollinwood, ‘Oldham, Sao! 
Manufacturer Oldham Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 19 

Hopper, Atraep Ricnakp Barry, Middlesbrough, Grocer 
Middlesbrough Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 14 

Hoskixs, WILLIAM, py nr Swansea, Builder Swansea 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 1 


Hust, Hesry Tom, Boscombe. Bournemouth, Lodging | 


House Keeper Poole Pet Feb17 Ord Feb WW 

Iusery, Joun, Halifax, len yey Coating Manufacturer 
Halifax Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 18 

Jouxson, Henry Isaac Sesame, Gt Yarmouth Gt Yar- | 
mouth Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Joyrs, Witt1am Cuarves, Aberystwyth, Cardigan, Antique 
Furniture Dealer Aberystwyth Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Lanotesex, Harris, Amhurst rd, Hackney, Merchant 
High Court Pet Jan20 Ord Feb 19 

Lez, Hexry James, St. Leonard st, Bromley by Bow, Beer 
Retailer High Court Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 10 

Lrcas, Ropert Witi1am, Kingston upon Hull, Confectioner 
Kiogston upon Hull Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Macowecuiz, J BR, Saracen Head bidgs, Snow hill, 
Timber Merchant High Court Pet Jan 10 Ord | 


Feb 19 

Martuews, James, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet Feb 18 
Ord F-b 18 

Moore, Joun em Kew gdns Wandsworth Pet 


Feb19 Ord Feb 

Price, Jonx, Aberoar, Mon, Baker Newport, Mon Pet 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 

Pourse.ove, cree Tromas, Buxted, Sussex, Grocer 
Lewes Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Ranpatt, Evita Mary, Rickinghill Superior, Suffolk, 
School mistr-ss Ipswich Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Rice. F A Besant, Blackheath, Kent, Author Greenwich 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Jan 28 

2ocuLskt, Gaorce Henry Brrrrais, Lordship In, East 
Dulwich, Mercantile Clerk High Court Pet Feb 18 
Ord Feb 18 

Rorrey, Atrerp, Small 
Birmingham Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 

Sine, Epwakp Josern Arrnur, 
Canterbury Pet Feb 17 Grd Feb 17 


Srraces, Avtpert Arrnur, and Faaxcis Huster Ritcure, 
Station rd, Forest Gate, Builders High Court Pet Feb 
12 Ord Feb 18 | 

| Taomas, Josxes, Graig, zoaty pridd, Collier Pontypridd | 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 


Tosswitt, Jonw ad Kidderminster, Worcester 
idderminster Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

was Wiciram Cuantes, Bedworth, Warwick, Builder 
Coventry Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 


Heath, soiagam, Grocer | 


Sandwich, Schoo!master | 


Brosd, Suffolk, Builders Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb 8 
Ord Feb 18 


| 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 14: 


| Evse, Anruur Samm, Derby, Decorator Derby Pet Jan 
28 Ord Feb 1 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


| ArrLewaits, Georer, Auboura, Lincs, Farmer Feb 9 
at12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, coln 
ATHERTON, Ernest Brook, Gt Siemon, Plumber Feb 2 
at12 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
| Arxinson, Wiiuam, Gill West, nr Richmond, Yorks, 
Pe March 3 atll Off Ree, 8, Albert rd rd, Middles- 
brou 
Baker, WatTer Vickery, Merthyr Tydfil, Butcher Mareh 
3 ~" or! Off Rec, County Court, Town hail, Merthyr 
Tyd 
Bannes, Ricnarp, Reddish, Lancs, Greengrocer March $ 
at 1130 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon @, 
B : eed Ww Oakenshaw, Durham, Colliery 
airron, ArTnuR Wii1aMm, Oakenshaw, 
| te: come March 4at3 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sundere 
n 
Busasy, Artaun, Bedford, Builder Feb 29 at 11.30 Lion 
Hotel, High st, ord 
| Carry, Lieut CHARLES memenes Stacey, Liss, Hants 
March 2at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
| Conzn, Lewis, Merthyr Tya l, Picture ‘Tone March 3 
at 11 Off Rec, County Court, Townhall, Merthyr 
| Conew, Paruip, Hoxton st, Draper March 3 at 1 Bank- 
ru bldgs, y st 
Curtis, WILLIAM, Liddington, Rutland, Saddler March 4 
at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
| Dickies, Joun Tomas, stratford St Mary, Suffolk, 
Licensed Victualler Feb 29 at 11.45 Of Rec, 96, 
} Princes st, Ipswich 
| Durer, Joun Joseru, Wigin, Licensed Victualler Mart 
Qat3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Epwarps, Sauve, Gt Yarmouth, General Shop Keep 
Feb 29 at 12.45 | Off Ree, 8, King at, Norwich 
| Fowter, Tuomas, Cheltenham, Coal Merchant Feb 9986 
845 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 


at 11.80 Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 
Grssoy, Hesrert, Gt Grimsby, Refreshment House Keepet 
March 8 at 1130 Of = oe oe 


Gairrix, 
| March 38 at 11 Of Rec, Castle Vhmben, 6, Vern 


March 28 Sanderson & ~ 
Goven, WILLIAM Eopgsr, Shrewsbury, Licensed Victualler March 25 Corser & Son 


* 


Gipsoss, Beawarp Avucustine, Swindon, Grocer March 3 


PS 
me 
arg’ New Mills, Derby, Licensed Vi e; 











Jacos 
M 


Jaws! 











enfield 


imbers, 


¢ Sons, 


foward 
KET 


», New- 
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hatteris 
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Gawrrras, Ricnaav Davip,’ Aberdare, Grocer 
March 3 at 2.30 Off Kec, Post Office ae ptaiepead 

Gusu, Gesatp Frank, Brighton, Dairyman "harch 13 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 4, Paviliun bidgs, Brighton 

Manor, Cuarves, Lianbradach, Glam, Assistant Timber- 

March 3 at 3 Uff Rec, Post Oitice chmbrs, 

Pontypridd 

Hosxixs, Witi1am, Sketty, nr Swansea, Builder March 3 
at12 Off Kec, ‘31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Hust, Hexzy Tou, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Lodging 
house Keeper March 2 at 2'30 Messrs Curtis & son, 
158, Old Christchureh rd, Bournemouth 

Iuszey, Joun, Halitax, Worsted Coating Manufacturer 
March 4 at 1v.46 County Court eta, Prescott st, 
Halifax 

Jackson, Wares, Fallowfield, Manchester, Manufacturer 
‘eb 29 at 11 Ott Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Jacoss, Siuson 8, Ranelagh av, Harlingham, Fulham 
March 38 at 11 ‘Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Jewel, U#a8.es Henry, Wimborne, Dorset, Boot Dealer 
March 2 at 3 Mesars Cartis & ‘gon, 18, Old Christ- 
church rd 

Jowzs, Witt1amM Henry, 
March 3 at 10.30 Uff Rec, Vounty cours, Town hail, 
Merthyr Tydfil 

Les, Hexay James, St Leonard’s st, Bromley by Bow, Beer 
Retailer March 3at1z2 Bankraptcy bldge, Carey st 

Lose, Faevenick, Calne, Wilts, Pork Butcher's ~ acme 

arch Zatil Off Rec, 33, Regent st, 8 

Locas, Ropert WILLiam, Kingston upon uli, Confectioner 
Feb 29 at 11.30 Utf Kec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 
gate, Hull 

Micuazt Rains & Co, Turnham Green ter March 2 at 
12 14, Beaford row 

Myaixe, Winttan, Wolverhampton, Builder March 8 at 
11.80 Otf Reco, Wulvernampion 

Dll eo Mervys, Howden, Yorks, Butcher 
Feb 29 at ll Off Kec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 
gate, Hull 

Raxpatt, Koirn Mary, Rickinghall Superior, Suffolk, 
Schoolmustress Maich20at2 Off Kec, 36, Princes st, 
Ipswich 

Rocu.ex!, Gzorce Hewry Barras, Lordship In, East 
Duiwich, Mercantile Cierk March 2 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st. 

Gamo, Wicuitam Spoonzr, Liverpool March 2 at 2,30 

45 Victoria st, Liverpooi 

at } saen ay Kingsdown av, West Ealing, Outfitter 
March 2Zat3 14 bedford row 

Swett, Coasces, Gt Grimsby, Painter March 8atil Off 
Rec, st Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

Srraces, ALbert AgTuue, and Feaycis Hunter Ritcais, 
Station rd, Forest Gate, Essex, Builders’ Merchants 
March 2 at ul Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

frarrurp, Cuagies, Bredbury, Uheshire, Yeast Dealer 

Sat 12 Uff Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, 

Stcckport 

Tuomas Josers, Graig, Pontypridd, Collier March 8 at 
3.15 Off Kec, Post Uffice chmbrs, Pontypridd 

Tvs, Faep. Watter, Holton Hoiegate, Lincs, Miller 
March 4at 2.15 Uff Kec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

Waraixeton, Saran, Shillmgford, Warborough, Oxford, 
Grocer Feb 29at12 1, St Aldates, Oxfora 

oar Owen, Bangor, Carnarvon, Butcher March 2 at 

British Hotei, Bangor 

cdl CHARLES ALBsRr, Gt Cornard, Suffolk, Com- 
mission Agent Heb 29 at 12.15 Off "Rec, 36 , Princes 
st, Ipswich 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apptzewnite, Groner, faboun, Lines, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet Feo 15 Ord Feb 

Avupazy, Mary, K - upon Hull, a Stationer 

ingston upon Muil Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 1 

Baccetr, Atraerp Tuomas, Sketty, nor rebndl Grocer 
Swaosea Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Baxen, Water Vickery, Merthyr em, Butcher 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb18 Ord feb 1 

Boocis, James ALEXanpgs, Fulham rd, +h High 
Uourt Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 18 

Buss, Witttam Henny, Earledon, Sova, Dairyman 
Coventry Pet Jan24 Ord Feb 1 

Cossett, Wituiam Hewey, Onset,” 
Dewsbury Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Conzy, Lewis, Merthyr Tydfil, a ‘ture Framer 

fil Pet Feb17 Ord Feb1 

Conen, Paitir, Hoxton st, And 

17 Ord Feb 17 


Yorks, Greengrocer 
Merthyr 
High Court Pet Feb 


Bargoed, Glam, Newsagent | 





Coenes, A >, Sein, Merchant High Court Pet Nov 
. Bristol, Stationer 
Wiciiam Caarces, Burslem, om, Foreman 
Hanley Pet Feb 18 Ord Keb 1 
Doge te Bristol, Metailer Bristol Pet Feb1 
Dickixnes, Joux Tuomas, Stratford 8t Mary, Suffolk, 
Lacensed Victualier Ipswich Pet Feb 18 Urd Feb 18 
Dovust, Atrazp, Gt Grimsby, Painter Gt Grimsby Pet 
#eb17 Ord Feb 17 
Dummues, Faeperick James, Southsea, Hants, 
am ane 2 i Feb 19 = Feb 19 w 
URKIN, JOHN JOsera, ~~ ictuauer i 
Pet Feb 13 Urd Feb 1 ns 
Fixca - Harton, CurroLD, Leicester, Clerk Leicester 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Keb 1 
Foxatt, Davin, and Tatars Foxaut, Lye, Worcester, 
= — Manutacturers Stourbridge Pet Feb 17 Ord 
1 


Faeestons, Epwaap, Women, Notts, Baker Sheffield 
vet Fed 17 Ord Feb 

Grover, ArTuue ane, Mountsorrel, Leicester, Cycle 
Agent Leiwester Pet Febi9 Ord Feb 19 

Gairritus, Ricaarpv Davip, A ,» Glam, Grocer 
Aberdare Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Gusu, Greatp Frank, Brighton, Dairyman Brighton Pet 
Jan 28 Ord Feb 17 

Haut, Henry, and Harry Hat, Birmin Cc 
Merchants Birmingham Pet Jan31 Ord Feb 19 

Hames, James Wittiam, Thoraeywood, Notts, Voatcactor 

Pet Fev 18 Ora Feb 18 

Harpy, Cuarzes, Lian’ Glam, Assistant Timberman 
Pontypridd ‘Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Haywiey, Joun Gresnwoop, Brighouse, Fase, Cotton 
Spinner Halifax Pet Dec30 Ord =~ 

Hix, ‘'somas Hexsert, Biackheath, K: Manufacturing 
Chemut Greenwich’ Pet Nov 14 Koni Feb 18 

Hironin, Tuomas Arnett, Old Charlton, Kent, Assistant 
Greenwich Pet Nov 20 Ord Feb 11 

Horrsr, Avvaep RicnarD Barry, Middlesbrough, Grocer 
Middlesbrough Pet Feb5 Ord Febi4 

Hoskins, WituiaM, Sketty, oar 8 , build 
Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Hunt, Hexrey Tou, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Lodging 
House Keeper Poole Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

JonEL, WILLIAM CHaRinrs, Aberystwyth, Cardigan, Antique 
Furniture Dealer Aberystwyth Det Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Kay, Rosinson, Deganwy, Carnarvon, Licensed Victuailer 
—— Pet Jan 28 "ond Feb 14 

Kemp, Jxesn, East Dean, Sussex, Wheelwright Eastbourne 
eaear d Ont 00 8 pomley by Bow, Beer 

Lez, Henny James, St *s at, B; ey by Bow, 
Retailer High Court Pet Feb'is Ord Feb 18 

Lucas, Rosgrt W1u.14m, Kingston upon Hull, Confectioner 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Febi8s Ora Feb 18 

Matruews, James, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet Feb 18 
Ord Feb 18 

Moors, Jonn Wituian, Kew gard Wand th Pet 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Patmer, Toomas Vincent, Southtown, Gt Yarmouth, 
Builder Gt Yarmouth ‘Pet Fed10 Ord Feb 18 





Crawrorp, Joun G Bishopst 
Bristol Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 
o—_ 








Pare, om, Abercara, Mon, Baker Newport, Mon Pet 
8 Ord Feb 18 
ene Evita Mary, Ricki Superior, Suffolk, 
Schoolmistress Ipswich Pet Fed 18 Urd Feb 18 
Rorrgy, A.razp, Small Hea’ Riaeieahean, Grocer Bir- 
mingham Pet Keb 18 Ord Feb 18 


Roeusk!, Gzozes Henry Barrrainx, East Dulwich, Mer- 
cantile Cierk Court Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
SurELDs,, WituiamM ppoonsr, Liverpool Liverpool 
Jan Ord Feb,19 
Sire, + fe Josern Antuur, Sandwich, Kent, School- 
master Canterbury Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Tuomas, Joszrn, Graig, Ponty; G: Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
Tucker, Frank Hewry, Bournemouth, Boarding House 
Pro Poole Pet Decid O:d Feb 18 
Warts, Wri11aM Caries, Bodwore ,» Warwick, Builder 
Coventry Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19° 
Witsox, Witiiam Reoinatp Barapy, and Wii.iam Meat, 
Oulton Broad, Suffolk, Builders Gt Yarmouth Pet 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Amended notice oubstituted for a published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 14: 
Exes, Antuur Guanam, Derby, Decorator Derby Pet Jan 
28 Ord Feb it 


General | 





ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 

Burawett, Gzonoz Parrniox, Hull, Com- 
trae 2 Traveller Se ne ae June 
28,1901 Annul Feb 14, 1908 

London Gazette.—Tunspay, Feb. 25. ~ 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apams, Taomas, snd Warren James Apams, Wi 
Essex, Fellmongers Uhelmsford Pet Feb 21 O 


Feb 
Aurexrecp, Epwasp, Tobacconist Canterbury 
| B Bec Web at Ord ob Islington, Fruiterer High 
espercn, Tu 
Court’ Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 21 
Brows, Prrorvau JAMES, and Faepraick Grores Brows, 
icholl sq, Manufacturers High Court 


2 Pet Feb 2v | ag 
aaa TE ARLES, 
Hull Pet Feb 21 P= es 
*s Green, Malvern, 
Worcester Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Cromey, Josern H, Liverpool, Provision Dealer Li 
D Ly Sry 5 on Thames, Metallurgist 
ick, Faank SNETT, 

Wandsworth PetJan1 Ord Feb 20 
Derby, Miner Sheffield Pet 


Coxs, asmeeh, 


Doxrsivea, a 


rd Feb 20 
Exuiort, , a. Coundon, nr Coventry, Machinist Coventry 
Feb 2i Ord Keb 21 , 
Eis, Eowtx Row.anp, Denmark hill, Camberwell Green, 
7 a Vourt sow 2 Ord Feb 24 
RANKLIN, Grorae, Linden gdns, Tailor High 
et Jan, 29 Ord Feb 21 - 
Gompr team, Hammersmith High 
Court Pes Fob ai’ Ord Feb at 


Garen pig Tey Neath, Glam, Bank Manager 

4 Neath Pet Feb 20 Ora Feb 2b 

ae REDERICK, + <y ob Master Birmingham 

san te Heb 30. Ord Feb Butcher’: 
8, Sam, . 
t High Court en fete on "Ora Feb 31 


Hagsisox, Cuaaies Braxanp 
H L. Bot Web 2 Gra Heb aa Bradford Pet 
BARSUM, DAVID or’ urer 

Feb 20 Urd Feb 20 


me Cuaries, Graveseud, Builder Rochester Pet 


Kes, G@ shy a » Wal Job! 
en, Grorce Jam +g] obbing Builder 
High Court et Feb i 1 Ord Feb 
KITCHENER, Ly ge ye 
Lane@ Upwell, Cambridge, Farm ¥ ‘ithe cosets teal 
AKe > P Foreman « 
re i nn Pet Feo 17° Ord Feb 17 ‘ ath 
EWELLYN, Joux, Pontypridd, Collier Pontypridd 
roe Ot eb 20 pepe a. 
1s, ApTHUR Geace, Prestbury, nr Cheltenham, Horse 
Dealer Uheltenbam Pet Feos Ord Feb 20 
fianse Maxis, 
Pet Feb 21 


Hacor Bxpnros, ey Manchester, 
Merchant Pet Feo 10 Ord 


a Groner, Feank — and 
Waketield, Coach i ‘Wakefield 


Ord Feb zl 
Powapiay. 
Shi 


Feb 2 
Pottes, Eaxsst Epccoms, bay Essex, Labourer 


- . Pet eb 22 Onl Fee a 

1cz, Kaepericx, Elmewill, Farmer Bary 

Kamunds Pet Feb 21 aor 

Pet Feb 21 “ond Feb 3 eee 

Roz, Jawzs Norman Gazr 
Court Pet 


Ricuaagp, 


Rourn, Ciara Evi 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 18 


Rumsry, oe a 
Posle Pot Feb 3) Ord Feb 30” 


velling Draper Cardiff 
Bournemouth, Auctioneer’s Clerk 


a" Be a Epwi Savi, Prittlewell, Southend 
Grocers Chelmsford Pet Feb zl Ord Feb 21 

Sawa. Joszrn Wituam, Gt Grimsby, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Gt Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 23 

Siapgscane, Haney, Sussex, Builder Brigh- 
ton P . Feb 20 Urd Feb 20 

Seer, wn Morice Town, Devonport, Painter Ply- 
mouth Pet Feb 22 —_ ge | 22 


Sreixors, og Ry Barnsley, General Dealer 


Feb 20 Ora Feb 20 
Witsox, Daviv, West on Bristol, Produce 
Broxer Bristol 


Pet 20 Urd Feb 20 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MOoOORGATAE 


FUND, LIMITED. 


ESTABLISHED IN 891. 


m.o. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 








0a application. 


630 Appeals to Quarter sessi 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


supervision of the Corpora: 


ons have been conducted under the 


direction and 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be seat 
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Amenied notice substituted for that re ablished in the 
London Gazette of Feb 14 


Boseny, Antnvue, Bedford, Builder Bedford Pet Feb 10 
Ord Feb 10 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baccrtt. Atrarp Tromas, Sketty, nr Swansea, Grocer 
March 5at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Beopeeca, Tuomas, Eenex rd, Islington, Fruiterer Masch 6 

atll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Brown, Percivar James.and Frepraicx Grorcr Brows, | 


Nicholl sq, Ladies’ Collar Manufacturers March 4 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Baows, Taomas, Whitwell, Derby, Fruiterer March 4 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Buaewanp, Crai. Berxerey, Bedford, Stockbroker March 
4at1215 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Consett, Wiitiam Hewry, Ossett, Yorks Greengrocer 
March 4 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, 
Dewsbury 

Crawrorp, Joux Grorar, Bishopstrn, Bristol, Stationer 
March 4at 1139 Of Kea , 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Dick, Fraxx Burnett, Sunbury oa Thamer, Metaliurgist 
March 5 at 11.39 132, York rd, Westminster Britge 

Dummer, Frevernicxk James, Southsea, Hants, General 
Dealer Marché at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High 
st, Portsmouth 

Exuis, Eowis Rowtarp, Denmark hill, Camberwell Green, 
Auctioneer March 6at1 Bankruptcy bidg:, Carey st 

Fixcn-Hatrow, Cuirrorp, Leicester, Clerk March 4 at 12.3) 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Frankuix, Groner, Linden gdns, High rd, 
March 6 at 12 Bankruptcy bie ge, Carey st 

Farestone. Epwarp, Worksop. Notts, Baker 
1 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 


Giover, Artave Moony, Mountsorrel, 


Kew, Tailor 
March 4 at 


Leicester, 


Cycle 








Agent March 4at3 Off Rec 1, Berridge st, L-icester | 


Gomrenrs, Natnaniei, Valling rd, Hammersmith March 5 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hangers, Harry, and Epwarp Harais, Marlow, Bucks, 
Builders March 6 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st 

Harn, Sam, Black Lion yd, Whitechapel, Butcher's 
Manager March 5at11 Bankruptcy bicge, Carey st 

Hrausvum, Davin. Earby, Yorks, Labaurer March 6 at 11 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

H:coins, Cuartes, Gravesend, Builder March 9 at 12.15 
115, High st, Kochester 

Hyper, ‘Tom, Hitchin, Herts, Tronmonger 
Off Rec, Bridge et, Northampton 

Jouxtox. Heyry Isaac Hates, Southtown, Gt Yarmouth 
March 4 at 12.39 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Jones, Geornce Hewxry, Greasborougb, Rotherham, Yorks 
Carting Contractor March 4 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree ln, 
sheffield 

Joxes, Witt1aM Cuartes, Aberystwyth, Cardigan, Antique 
Furniture Dealer March 6 at 11 Townhall, Aberystwyth 

Kay, Rontyxson. Marine cres, Deganwy, Licensed Victualler 
March 6 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Ken. Georce James. Lion st, Walworth, Jobbing Buiider 
March 5 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Laxoiesexy, Harnis, Amhurst rd. Hackney, Merchant 
March 4 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Ltxroor, Sam. Hexthotpe, Doncaster, Boot Dealer March 4 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree Jn, Sheffield 

Lirwetiyy, Jou. Reso!ven, Glam, Collier March 7 at 11 
O1f Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 

Macosocniz, J R, Snow hill, Timber Merchant March 4 
atll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Marks, Anranam Isaac, Blackpool, Wall Paper Dealer 
March 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
Furness 

Moorzr, Jonws Witttam, Kew gdns March 4 at 12 132, 
York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Pettit, Axtnony Rosert, Middlesbrough, Tinsmith 
March 4at11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Ranweee, Water, Beeston Hill, Leeds March 4 at 11 

ff Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

Rice, Frepexick, Elmswell, Suffolk, Farmer March 4 at 
12 Angel Hotel Bury St Edmunds 

Ricwarp, Pair, Sketty, Swansea, Colliery Proprietor 
March 5 at 11. Mackworth Hotei, High st, Swansea 

Roz. Jauzs Nonmanx Greio, Henrietta st, Cavendish sq 
March 5 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rott, Jonx Wi111aMm, Wotton under Edge, Glos March 11 
at3.15 94, High st, Barnstaple 

Sovursacomse, Thomas. Hastings, Ironmonger March 4 at 
11 County Court Office, 24, Cambridge rd, Hastings 

Fricer, Fueprnicx, 8t Jppollitts, nr Hitchio, Herts, Coal 
Merchant March 6 at 123) Off Rec, Bridge st, 
Northampton 

Witsox, Daviv, Westbury on Trym, Bristol, Produce 

oker March 4 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 

Bristol 

Wirsox, Wittiam Reorratp Baapy, and Wiruiam Meat, 
Oulton Broad, Suffolk, Builders March 4 at12 Off 
Rec, 8 King st, Norwich 

Woop, Joszru Leoxanp, Cleethorpes, Hosier’s Assistant 
Marsh 4,at 12 Off Rec, 8t Mary's chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Ausgeome, Epwarp, Dover, Tobacconist Canterbury 


Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Avaws, Tsomas, and Wattrer Janes ApaAms, Witham, 

Renex. Fellmongers Chelmsford Pet Feb 21 Ord 
eb 2 

Avstix, Eowarp. Greenwich, Bootmaker Greenwich Pet 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 21 

Brsvercu, Tuomas, Essex rf, Islington, Fruiterer High | 
Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 21 

Beartuwaite, Cuartes, Bowden, cam. 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Brows, Peecivav James, and Frepericx Grorcr Browy, 
Nicholl sq, Ladies’ Collar Manufacturers High Court 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Custwynxp, Ricrarp —— Wine Office ct High Court 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Feb 2 

Coun. »Raymowp, Barnerds Green, Malvern, Worcester, 
Osrriage Buiider Worcester Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 


March 6 at 12 


Innkeeper | 





| Exuiort, 


Co )LEMAN, FREDERIC, Potent, Liverpool Liverpool Pet 
Pet Jan10 Ord Feb 

Duswine, Ricuagp, Seow, Derby, Miner Sheffield Pet 
Feb 20 Ora Feb 20 

Josreru, Coundon, nr Coventry, Machinist 

Coventry Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Geisster, Heinaicn, Elgin cres, Baker High Court Pet 
Jani18 Ord Feb 22 

Gomrers, Narnaniet, Dalling rd, Hammersmith High 
Court Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Green, Antuur Watiey, Neath, Glam, Bank Manager 
Neath Pet Feb 2) Ord Feb 20 

Hatt, Frepeeick, Birmingham, Job Master Birmingham 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 21 

Harais, Sam, Black Lion yd. Whitechapel, Butcher's 
Manager High Court Pet Feb 2! Ord Feb 21 

Harnisoy, Cnanites Beanargp, Birmingham, Poulterer 
3urminghem Pet Fed 22 Ord Feb 22 

Hearsum, Davip, Earby, Yorks, Labourer Bradford Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Hicotss, Cuaries, Gravesend, Builder Rochester Pet 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Hyper, Tom, Hitchin, Ironmonger Luton Pet Feb 13 
Ord Feb 20 

Jonnsox, Henry Isaac Hatxes, Southtown, Gt Yarmouth 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb18 rd Feb 20 

Ker, Grorce James, Lion at, belgie , Jobbing Builder 
High Court Pet Feb2i Ori Feb2 

Lake, Georcs, Upwell, Cambs, set Foreman King’s 
Lyon Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Lercu, Josera, Norton Way. aeeteresth, Herts, Builder 
High Court Pet Dec10 Ord Feb 1 

Lizwetiys, Jonx, Rerolven, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet Feb'20 Ord Feb 20 

Louis, ArtuuR Geace, Prestbury, nr Cheltenham, Horse 
Dealer Cheltenham Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 2) 

Makiy, Gronoe, Frank Maxis, and Harry Maxi, Wake- 
=: Coach Builders Waketield Pet Feb 21 Ord 

eb 2 

, Merauut, Lurat, 8t John’s rd, Clapham Junction, Restau- 
rant Keeper Wandsworth Pes Dec 19 Ord Feb 20 

Myerixc, Wittiam, Wolverhampton, Builder Wolver- 
hampton Pet Jan 29 Ord keb 20 

Puivenx, Ernest Epecoms, West Meraca, Exsex, Labourer 
Colchester Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Riox, Freperick, Elmswell, Suffolk, Farmer Bury 8t 
Edmunds Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 

Ricuagp, Pair, Sketty, ge Colliery Proprietor 
Swansea Pet Feb 21 Ord F 

Roz, James Noamay Greia, Cearbetts st, Cavendish sq 
High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Rourn, Crara Evxis, Cardiff, Travelling Draper Cardiff 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 20 

Sipwry 


Romsry, Erreyu, 


Clerk Poole Pet Feb 20 


Bournemouth, Auctioneer’s 
Ord Feb 20 


Savitt, Leovarp, and Epwin Savi.t, Prittlewell, Southend 


on Sea, Grocers Cheimsford Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
Sawrarp, Josern Wi.tiam, Gt Grimsby, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer GtGrimsby Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 2? 
Stapescane, Harny, Rottinedean, Sussex, Buiider 
Brighton Pet Feb 20 O:d Feb 20 
Sirep, Samuet, Morice Town, Devonport, Painter Plymouth 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb v2 


| Spicer, Frepreick 8t Ippollitts ~4 Hitchin, Coal Merchant 


| 





| 
| 


Pet Feb 13 O d Feb 2 

Srartren, Tuomas CuaRies |) 21x0n, Copthali av, Throg- 
morton 8t High Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Feb 18 

Srrincer, Jonn Vatentine, Barneley, Yorks, General 
Dealer Barnsley Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Turnee, Atrrep Evpuinstoye, Union ct, Old Broad st, 
Merchant High Court Pet Dec 13 Ord Feb 22 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Dec 17: 


Berry, Atspert Epwin Dopson, Leytonstone, 
Grocer High Court Pet Nov9 Ord Dec 12 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette ot Feb 14: 


7. Bedford, Builder Bedford Pet Feb 10 
‘eb 10 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Rarsrortn. Ricuarp, Leed:, Dentist’s Assistant Leeds 
Adjud Oct 25,1907 Annul Feb 18 


Latoa 


Essex, 


Busnsy, 
Ord F 








MV BSS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
12, OLD JEWRY CHAMBERS, E.C., 
and 308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) 
Telephone Nos.—* 6964 Bank,” “ 130 Streatham.’’ 
Telegrama—‘* Oldest. London.” 





SALES BY AUCTION 1 FOR THE YEAR 1008, 
MESSRS. 


EBENHAM, TEWSON, RICHARDSG 
& CO. beg to announce that their SALES for 

of ESTATES, Investments, Town, Suburban, and Gg 
Houses, Business Premises, Building Land, Ground 
Advowsons, Reversions, 8 hares. 
perties will be held at ‘the AUCTION MART, T 
yard, near the Bank of England, in the City of London, ag 
ollows :-— “poe 


Tuesday, March 3 Thursday, July 2 
Tuesday, March 10 Tuesday, July 7 
Tuesday, March 17 Thursday, July 9 


Tuesday, July 14 
Tuesday, March 31 Thursday, July 16 
Tuesday, April 7 Jul 


Tuesday, 
Tuesday, April 14 Thureday, Tuly 2 2B 
Tuesday, April 28 Tuesday, July 28 
Tuesday, May 5 Tuesday, August 11 
Tuesday, May 12 Tuesday, August 18 
Tuesday, May 19 Tuesday, October 18 
Tuesday, May 26 Tuesday, October 20 
Tuesday, June 2 Tuesday, October 27 
Thursday, June 4 Tuesday, November 10 ~ 
Tuesday, June 16 Tuesday, November 17 
Tuesday, June 23 Tuesday, December 1 
Thursday, June 25 Tuesday, December 8 
Tuesday, June 30 


By arrangement, Auctions can also be held on 
days in town or country. Messrs. Debenham, “. 
clnesion, & Co. undertake Bales and Valuations 
Probate and other pangeces of Furniture, F 23 
Farming Stock, Timber, & 

———— LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, 
Sporting Q Residences, Shops, and Business Py 
mises to be Let or Let or Bold by Private Contract can be o 
of Messrs. Debenham, Tewson. a «0 
Cheapside, London. Telephone No. 503 


tex, 








SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1908. 
MESSRS. F 
P4BBSROTHER, ELLIS, EGERT™ 


beg to announce that th 
fixed for their AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, 
Leasehold ESTATES, Reversions 
dc. at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse- sTokenhowse-yar, io 
Other a for intermediate 
Thursday, July 2 
Thursday, July 9 


Thursday, March 12 
Thursday, March 26 
Thursday, April 9 
Tuesdav, April 14 
Thursday, April 30 
Thursday, May 7 
Thursday, May 14 
Thursday, May 28 
Tuesday, June 2 
Thursday, June 11 
Tuesday, June 16 
Thursday, June 18 
A List of forthcoming Sales b 
in the advertisement columns 0’ 
Saturday. 


Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, & Co. also issue 
SCHEDULE OF ¥ PROPERTIES y 


Thursday, D 





Auction is p 
“The Times”. 





FURNISHED AND UNFURNISE 
FLATS . TOWN 6 
COUNTRY HOUS: 

OF EVERY DESCRIPTION : 
Also SHOPS and OFFIC 


FOR FULL PARTICULARS APPLY TO 


r. F. J. Ronald 


Surveyor, ¥ — Auctioneer, & 
BEL ViA CHAM b Wary x] 1 


72 VicTORIA STREEs w. " 
2560 Victo 








ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


LimiTeo. 
‘PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Pantiamertany Bitis, Mixures oy Evipsxoz, Booxs 0» 
Rererexce, Statements or Ciaim, Axswens, &., &0, 


| BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all Genmoral and Commercial Work 
Every deaceiption of Printing. 


FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C. 





- — 
= DECIDEABLE, 10 





GiTIMSON & SONS, Auctioneers) 4 
Surveyors, 4 
8, Moorgate-street, Bank, E.C., and 2, New Ken 
— the "Elephant and Castle). : 
STIMSON & SONS also undertake SALUS and I 
by PRIVATE TREATY, Valuation for Probate 
purposes, Surveys, Negotiations of Mortgages ant 5 
so Receiverehips, ger poe 
tion and other —, Sales of Furntare, @ 
of Rents, Xi yy Appeals, &c. 


each 
ee ma gx London for effect 








